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ABSTRACT OF THESIS 
 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENT STYLES AND THE MICHELANGELO PHENOMENON:  
ROLE OF INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES IN INTERPERSONAL GROWTH 
STRIVING 
 
 
Michelangelo Phenomenon provides an interpersonal model of goal pursuits and 
suggests that close partners sculpt one another and help them move toward their ideal 
selves. Attachment theory also provides a parallel explanation of how close others can 
help one another move toward their goals. The purpose of the current research was to 
look at the influence of attachment on the Michelangelo Phenomenon and test whether it 
best fit as a predictor, mediator, or moderator. The hypotheses were tested across three 
studies (two longitudinal and one cross-sectional) using a maximum likelihood estimation 
path analysis following APIM assumptions. The results provided strong support for the 
link between attachment and the Michelangelo Phenomenon. Across three studies, 
attachment acted as a predictor of the Michelangelo Phenomenon with higher levels of 
attachment anxiety and avoidance predicting lower levels of affirmation. Relevance to 
therapy and future directions are also discussed. 
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Chapter One: Introduction 
People have hopes, dreams, and aspirations about what they would like to 
achieve. For example, this can be wanting to be a kinder person, being able to travel, or 
getting into medical school. Many psychologists from Sigmund Freud to John Bowlby to 
Sue Johnson have recognized that the self is not born in a vacuum and our interpersonal 
relationships are likely to influence the development of the self. In childhood, the 
influence comes mainly from our caregivers and later on from peers. For adults, the most 
important influence is often a close relationship partner who helps them move toward 
their goals. Despite the importance of close relationships, most research on exploration 
and goal pursuit has focused on the intrapersonal processes and looked at individuals 
only in isolation (Rusbult, Finkel, & Kumashiro, 2009).  
One of the first theories that attempted to characterize the self was the self-
discrepancy theory, which defines three types of self: actual self, ideal self, and ought self 
(Higgins, 1987). The actual self refers to the beliefs about the attributes that an individual 
actually possesses, the ideal self refers to what an individual or someone else would like 
the person to possess (dreams, goals, and aspirations), and the ought self refers to what an 
individual or someone else thinks the person ought to possess (duties, obligations, and 
responsibilities). The self-discrepancy theory sees the selves as mental constructs that can 
operate beyond awareness and these constructs can differ depending on whether they are 
looked at from the perspective of the individual or other people. It suggests that 
discrepancy between the selves can cause negative emotions such as sadness, 
disappointment, guilt, or fear (Higgins, 1987). The outcomes are generally seen as either 
the absence of positive outcomes (when actual and ideal self are far apart) or the presence 
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of negative ones (when actual and ought self are far apart). The greater the discrepancy 
between the selves the stronger the negative emotions are. Therefore, people are 
motivated to strive to achieve their ideal and ought selves in order to reduce the 
discrepancy. 
Behavioral confirmation offers an interpersonal explanation of how close 
relationship partners can help the actual self become closer to their ideal or ought self 
(Drigotas et al., 1999). Behavioral confirmation refers to the way in which a partner’s 
expectations of the person’s ideal self become reality through the partner eliciting 
behaviors from them that confirm the partner’s expectations (Drigotas et al., 1999). For 
example, if John thinks that Mary is funny, he may laugh at her jokes, encourage her to 
make more jokes, and tell other people how funny she is. The interdependence theory 
suggests that these behaviors begin as situation specific but will eventually become a part 
of the individual’s stable dispositions and habits (Kelley, Berscheid, Christensen, Harvey, 
Huston, Levinger, et al., 1983). These will be influenced by both partners’ preferences 
and behaviors. The purpose of the present paper is to further study the Michelangelo 
Phenomenon, which is based on the principles of behavioral confirmation, and examine 
the role that attachment plays in this process.  
Michelangelo Phenomenon 
A famous sculptor, Michelangelo Buonarroti, said that instead of creating his 
statues he merely chipped away at the outer layers of the stone in order to reveal its ideal 
form (Drigotas et al., 1999). The Michelangelo Phenomenon got its name from the 
famous sculptor as “the self becomes a reflection of the interdependence reality created 
by the partner” (Drigotas et al., 1999, p. 294). Individuals are motivated to move their 
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actual self closer to their ideal self because it increases well-being. Partners can help or 
hinder this process by either showing affirmation or disaffirming their partners. The 
Michelangelo Phenomenon explains the process of how close relationship partners (i.e. 
the sculptor) can affirm or disaffirm the target’s (i.e. the sculpted) ideal self and how the 
affirmation influences movement toward the target’s ideal self. Partner affirmation is 
divided into two types: partner perceptual affirmation and partner behavioral affirmation 
(Rusbult, Finkel et al., 2009). Partner perceptual affirmation refers to the extent to which 
the partner perceives the target’s ideal self whereas partner behavioral affirmation refers 
to the extent that partner behaves in a way that is congruent with the target’s ideal self. 
The partner can also fail to affirm the target if the partner has a different perception of the 
target’s ideal self or disaffirm by preventing behaviors that are congruent with the ideal 
self (Drigotas, 2002). There are different ways partners can affirm or disaffirm the target. 
For example, the partner may reward or punish certain behaviors, enact behaviors that 
elicit specific responses, or enact certain situations where ideal congruent behavior is 
possible (Drigotas et al., 1999). It is unclear whether this process occurs automatically or 
whether the partners will do this consciously. It is important to note that both partner 
perceptual affirmation and partner behavioral affirmation are measured by asking the 
target’s perception of his or her partner’s perception. The Michelangelo Phenomenon 
comes from the social psychology tradition, which implicitly holds the idea that 
individual’s perception is paramount and even in the published research most of the 
studies have focused on the target’s perception. This is unlike in family research where 
the focus is usually on the dyad and both partners would be taken into account. 
 4 
For example, if Anna wants to become more comfortable with public speaking, 
Mark may perceive Anna as a good public speaker and he can behave in ways that elicit 
behavior that helps Anna move toward her ideal self by encouraging her to attend a 
public speaking course, giving her opportunities to speak up in conversations and smiling 
encouragingly at her when she does so. In contrast, if the Mark does not think Anna is – 
or could be – a good public speaker, he may disaffirm Anna’s behavior by discouraging 
her from attending the course, speaking on top of her when she tries to speak, and frown 
when she is speaking in public. If Mark is affirming and Anna perceives his behavior as 
affirming, she can experience movement toward her ideal self. In contrast, if Mark is 
disaffirming, Anna may experience movement away from the ideal self and she may give 
up her ideal altogether.  
 
 
Figure 1.1. The Michelangelo Phenomenon and personal well-being and relationship 
satisfaction. Partner perceptual affirmation leads to partner behavioral affirmation, which 
leads to movement toward the ideal self, which in turn promotes personal well-being and 
relationship satisfaction. Partner affirmation and also be directly linked to well-being.  
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 The model also suggests that if the partner is successful in affirming the target’s 
ideal self, and the target experiences movement toward ideal self, then the target will 
experience increased relationship satisfaction (Drigotas et al., 1999) and increased 
personal well-being (Drigotas, 2002). Studies have also shown that partner affirmation 
can be directly linked to increases in well-being even without movement toward the ideal 
self. For example, if Anna wants to be good at public speaking so that she can become 
the president of the United States, the chances of her actually achieving her goal are very 
slim. However, if Mark behaves in a way that affirms Anna’s ideal self, even if Anna 
does not become the president of the United States she is likely to experience increased 
personal well-being and also be happier in the relationship.  
Research 
 As mentioned in the previous section, partner perceptual affirmation and partner 
behavioral affirmation refer to the target’s perception of these processes rather than the 
partner’s actual perception or behavior. Most of the research has focused on looking at 
the Michelangelo Phenomenon from individuals’ perspective and no research to date has 
looked at whether the partner’s and target’s perceptions differ in regards to the 
Michelangelo Phenomenon variables. In the research outlined below, “partner” refers to 
the sculptor, the person that is providing affirmation; and “target” to the sculpture, the 
person who is being affirmed and who is moving toward the ideal self. 
Early research into the Michelangelo Phenomenon was conducted by Drigotas et 
al. (1999). The researchers looked at several hypotheses in order to establish support for 
the theory including that (a) partner perceptual affirmation will be associated with partner 
behavioral affirmation, (b) behavioral affirmation will be associated with movement 
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toward the ideal self, (c) movement toward the ideal self will be associated with couple 
well-being, (d) the mediating effects of behavioral affirmation on the association between 
perceptual affirmation, and (e) movement toward the ideal self and the mediating effects 
of movement toward the ideal self on couple well-being and partner affirmation. 
Additionally, the study predicted that (f) partner behavioral affirmation will remain 
strong in the presence of partner verification and partner enhancement and (g) self-esteem 
will not significantly mediate or moderate the relationship between affirmation and 
movement toward the ideal self.  
Study 1 was a three-wave longitudinal study of 53 dating couples and looked at 
how earlier levels of model variables changed over time using self-report questionnaires 
and laboratory tasks. Study 2 was a two-wave longitudinal study of 109 individuals in a 
relationship that brought along their same-sex friend who also evaluated the relationship. 
The participants completed self-report questionnaires and the same-sex friends filled out 
questionnaires regarding the participants’ relationship. Study 3 was a cross-sectional 
study of 50 dating couples that focused on the congruence between self and partner’s 
responses and study 4 looked at 54 married couples to see whether the results from the 
other three studies were generalizable to married couples. The results showed moderately 
good support for the hypotheses and earlier measures of partner affirmation predicted 
later movement toward the ideal self and relationship adjustment in the longitudinal 
samples. The Michelangelo Phenomenon accounted for unique variance above the other 
constructs and there was no moderation by self-esteem. The results also suggested that 
partner affirmation was often unconscious and if the partners were similar partner 
affirmation was more likely to work (Drigotas et al., 1999).  
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The next study conducted on the Michelangelo Phenomenon aimed at replicating 
the findings of the previous study and showing the link between the model and personal 
well-being (Drigotas, 2002). The cross-sectional study looked at 63 participants that were 
in a dating relationship using a variety of self-report well-being measures. The study 
hypothesized that the model would be associated with personal well-being independent of 
relationship satisfaction. The results replicated previous studies on the Michelangelo 
Phenomenon and also extended the existing literature by showing that the model 
predicted personal well-being even when accounted for relationship satisfaction. The 
study also showed that having an affirming partner can be beneficial for the target even 
when there is no movement toward the ideal self. There have since been several studies 
conducted on the Michelangelo Phenomenon in order to replicate the findings in various 
different samples that have not been published. A review of these articles is available in 
Rusbult, Finkel, et al. (2009).  
The first study to investigate the intrapersonal characteristics of the partner and 
target focused on two self-regulatory traits: assessment and locomotion (Kumashiro, 
Rusbult, Finkenauer, & Stocker, 2007). Assessment orientation is characterized by 
individuals high in evaluation and comparisons in goal pursuits and is often associated 
with negative affect and inaction. In contrast, locomotion orientation refers to individuals 
who are more focused on the action. They often set achievable goals, are determined to 
achieve these, and are high in positive affect. These self-regulatory traits are important 
for the sculpting process as they are relatively stable over time and guide individuals’ 
behavior across diverse situations and can create optimal or suboptimal environments for 
partner affirmation (Kumashiro et al., 2007). The researchers suggested that both the 
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partner’s and the target’s self-regulatory traits would influence sculpting. They 
hypothesized that the partner’s high locomotion orientation would be associated with 
greater affirmation of the target and the target’s high locomotion orientation would make 
it easier for partners to sculpt them. Parallel associations with assessment orientation 
should be negative. High locomotion orientation should also be associated with greater 
movement toward the ideal self whereas assessment orientation should be associated with 
less movement toward the ideal self. Finally, dyadic adjustment should be enhanced in 
relationships with locomotors and impaired in relationships with assessors.  
A five-wave longitudinal study of 136 couples was conducted to test these 
hypotheses (Kumashiro et al., 2007). The participants were measured using self-report 
questionnaires and they were also video recorded whilst completing project activities 
related to goal pursuits. The results supported the hypotheses and showed that self-
regulatory orientation influenced how individuals select, pursue, and achieve their ideal-
related goals. The orientation also predicted the partner’s ability to elicit these behaviors 
from the target. Locomotion orientation predicted increases over time in all five model 
variables. The study used longitudinal data with real partners, which provides a strong 
study design, however, there are several limitations to the study: the study did not 
examine the impact on ought self; it used self-report data so it is unsure whether the 
partners were actually affirming or just perceived as affirming. The researchers also 
suggested that it would be beneficial to look at other self-regulatory traits such as 
promotion and prevention. 
Another study went on to look at these regulatory traits and their influence on 
partner affirmation (Righetti, Rusbult, & Finkenauer, 2010). Promotion orientation is 
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associated with dreams and aspirations and is more focused on the achievement of 
positive outcomes whereas prevention orientation is generally associated with duties and 
responsibilities and focuses on avoidance of negative outcomes. Based on the definitions 
from the self-discrepancy theory, the ideal self should be associated with promotion 
orientation and the ought self with prevention orientation. The five-wave longitudinal 
study (138 couples at Time 3, 96 couples at Time 5) used a combination of four 
complementary measurements: self-report questionnaires, daily diary records, partners’ 
ratings of ideal-relevant interaction behaviors, and independent coders’ ratings of 
behavior. The study also used both targets’ and partners’ reports. The results showed that 
target promotion orientation was associated with elicitation of partner affirmation 
whereas partner promotion orientation was associated with display of partner affirmation. 
Partner affirmation also partially mediated the association between promotion orientation 
in both the target and the partner with the target’s movement toward the ideal self. The 
study failed to show significant results for prevention orientation. However, the study 
was primarily focused on ideal self goals and therefore future research should look at 
promotion and prevention orientation in the context of ought self goals. The study helps 
to bridge the gap between intrapersonal and interpersonal traditions in social psychology 
by incorporating interpersonal consequences of self-regulatory orientations. 
In addition to self-regulatory orientation, researchers have also looked at the 
similarity of the ideal selves (i.e. ideal similarity) as a possible predictor of partner 
affirmation. Attraction research has generally shown that individuals that are similar to 
one another are attracted to each other and these unions tend to be happier and last longer 
(Herbst, Gaertner, & Insko, 2003). Rusbult, Kumashiro, Kubacka, and Finkel (2009) 
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suggested that ideal similarity between romantic partners would lead to increases in 
partner affirmation, movement toward the ideal self, and couple well-being. If romantic 
partners possess key elements of one another’s ideal selves, they may consciously or 
unconsciously display traits that promote each other’s ideal selves, they may be more 
able to suggest effective strategies that can be used to pursue goals and are more likely to 
show approval for behavior that is congruent with the ideal self. However, prior studies 
have shown that upward comparisons can also induce threat, which would make partners 
who are similar to the target’s ideal self less attractive (Herbst et al., 2003).  
The study by Rusbult, Kumashiro et al. (2009) challenges this notion and suggests 
that whilst strangers that are perceived as closer to individual’s ideal self may be 
perceived as threatening, partners are substantially less likely to be perceived as 
threatening. The study used data across four studies: two were non-experimental, one was 
experimental, and one comprised longitudinal data that was used to see the changes in 
variables over time. The studies used several methods including self- and partner-reports, 
friend-reports, daily diaries, and coders’ ratings of partner’s behavior in videotaped 
conversations. The study predicted that ideal similarity would increase partner 
affirmation and also looked at the influence of actual similarity on the Michelangelo 
Phenomenon. The results showed that ideal similarity was positively associated with the 
Michelangelo Phenomenon. Additionally, the association between ideal similarity and 
couple well-being was indirect and did not account for unique variance beyond partner 
affirmation and movement toward the ideal self. Therefore, benefits of similarity seem to 
be interpersonal and at least partially attributable to the Michelangelo Phenomenon. 
Benefits of actual similarity were also attributable to the Michelangelo Phenomenon. It 
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may be that partners who are more similar to the target may be able to show more 
dedication to the target’s ideals and may have better strategies to help the target move 
toward the ideal self. 
Initial studies on the Michelangelo Phenomenon and self-esteem did not show 
that self-esteem predicted model variables (Drigotas et al., 1999). In her dissertation, 
Mitchell (2007) looked at self-esteem as an outcome variable rather than as a predictor. 
Self-esteem has been a controversial topic in research because some research shows the 
positive impact of high self-esteem whereas other studies link high self-esteem with 
negative outcomes such as bullying and aggression (Mitchell, 2007). Therefore, 
researchers have recently separated high self-esteem into secure self-esteem and fragile 
self-esteem. Secure self-esteem is a stable variable that does not need to be boosted 
whereas fragile self-esteem requires defensive, self-protecting strategies to be maintained 
(Mitchell, 2007). The study suggested that the Michelangelo Phenomenon should only 
help increase secure self-esteem.  
In study 1, the researcher followed 69 participants for six months across 12 time 
points using self-report measures (Mitchell, 2007). The study found those whose partners 
already treated the target as if they possessed ideal qualities experienced higher 
movement toward the ideal self and higher levels of self-esteem. Study 2 with 36 
participants provided the first experimental study on the Michelangelo Phenomenon. The 
research looked at whether the Michelangelo Phenomenon predicted higher levels of self-
esteem for the participants after their interaction with a new acquaintance who behaved 
toward the participants in a way that was consistent with their ideal self (vs. irrelevant). 
The results showed that when the new acquaintance behaved consistently with the 
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participants’ ideal self, they experienced more movement toward their ideal self and 
increased self-esteem. However, movement toward the ideal self did not mediate the 
relationship between partner affirmation and self-esteem. The dissertation also explained 
two other studies conducted on the secure vs. fragile self-esteem but the results were 
inconclusive. 
The Michelangelo Phenomenon has also been studied in the context of self-
authenticity (Didonato, 2008; Didonato & Krueger, 2010). Self-authenticity (being 
genuine to oneself and behaving in accordance with one’s values and beliefs) has been 
shown to influence human flourishing (Rogers, 1961). Didonato & Krueger (2010) 
predicted that when the partner is more affirming and encourages the target to move 
toward the ideal self, the target is able to show more authentic patterns of behavior, 
especially in the dimension of relational authenticity, which is defined as the extent to 
which individuals seek to be genuine with other people, wanting them to see them for 
who they really are and be able to disclose self-information (Didonato & Krueger, 2010). 
The study tested two hypotheses: The Michelangelo Phenomenon increases self-
authenticity, especially when the target experiences movement toward ideal self and the 
model more fully explains relationship satisfaction than optimism or self-esteem. The 
correlational study looked at 87 participants that were in a dating relationship using self-
report questionnaires. The results showed that interpersonal processes promote self-
authenticity when the target perceives the partner as supportive. The study also supported 
the second hypothesis and showed that the Michelangelo Phenomenon better explained 
relationship satisfaction than self-esteem and optimism. 
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Attachment Theory and Goal Pursuit 
Attachment theory provides one of the most influential outlooks on interpersonal 
bonding (Cassidy & Shaver, 2008). It can also provide a parallel explanation of how 
close others can help one another move toward their goals. It explains the role of three 
interworking behavioral systems that are involved in goal support: attachment behavioral 
system, caregiving behavioral system, and exploration behavioral systems (Feeney, 
2004). The attachment behavioral system refers to the behaviors that promote proximity 
to caregivers, the caregiving behavioral system promotes behaviors that respond to the 
attachment behavioral system, and the exploration behavioral system promotes 
interaction with the environment and goal pursuit throughout the life span (Cassidy, 
1999). In adult romantic relationships, relationship partners have a dual function 
simultaneously being a caregiver and a careseeker and therefore all three behavioral 
systems can be activated simultaneously (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).  
Goal pursuit can be related to the exploration behavioral system. Exploration 
promotes well-being through competence, control, and autonomy, and it is facilitated by 
support from close others (Jakubiac & Feeney, 2016). Individuals need to feel that they 
are able to explore their environment and pursue their goals whilst they are able to go 
back to their partners and seek proximity and support when needed. This is often defined 
as secure base support (Feeney, 2004). Partners that are able to provide effective support 
will be available if their partners need assistance but will also let them accomplish their 
goals independently without unnecessary interference. Attachment theory suggests that 
individual differences in attachment may influence individuals’ support behaviors and 
perceptions, and outlines potential outcomes of these support dynamics (Feeney, 2004). 
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These individual differences are based on internal working models, which can be 
defined as the way in which individuals make sense of the world and their relationships 
with other people (caregivers, peers, romantic partners) based on their prior attachment 
experiences with caregivers (Byng-Hall, 2008). The internal working models are mental 
constructs theorized to influence perception and, by extension, behavior. Ideal, ought, and 
actual selves are also seen as mental constructs (Higgins, 1987). The internal working 
models are largely formed in the first few years of life and are based on the availability 
and responsiveness of caregivers and these models are fairly stable across different 
relationships even in adulthood (Welch & Houser, 2010). Bartholomew and Horowitz 
(1991) formed a categorical model of adult attachment, which suggests that internal 
working models influence the extent that people view themselves and other people either 
positively or negatively and whether they focus on dependency or avoidance. The 
concept of adult romantic attachment has since evolved and the majority of the evidence 
suggests that attachment is on a continuum rather than categorical and generally it is 
viewed across two dimensions: anxiety and avoidance.  
The anxiety dimension indicates the extent to which individuals are worried that 
their partners will not be available when needed, which makes them more likely to 
continually seek closeness in relationships (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012). Individuals high 
in anxiety often experienced their caregivers as available only intermittently in early 
childhood and spent most of their resources trying to gain support from the caregivers 
instead of exploring the environment. They often go on to develop a negative internal 
working model of the self and do not view themselves as lovable or valuable and view 
others as better than them. Therefore, they will focus on attaining support and love from 
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the partner and lack confidence in their own abilities to attain goals and are less likely to 
invest energy in goals unrelated to attachment as they may view the goals as interfering 
with attachment goals (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). For example, Feeney and Ryan 
(1994) showed that anxiously attached individuals were more likely to report lower 
exercise levels and needing to lose weight but failed to take necessary steps in order to 
achieve their goals. Individuals with higher attachment anxiety are also often more 
focused on their own vulnerabilities and needs and may lack the capacity to support their 
partner as they may feel that the partner’s exploration could damage the relationship 
(Feeney, 2004). 
The avoidance dimension, in contrast, indicates the extent to which individuals 
distrust their relationship partners’ capacity to help, which is associated with them 
maintaining a high level of independence and self-reliance (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012). 
Individuals high in attachment avoidance often had caregivers that rejected the child’s 
needs for support and they learnt to become self-reliant and not seek support from others 
and therefore have a negative internal working model of others. These individuals inhibit 
proximity seeking and may attempt to handle their distress on their own (Mikulincer & 
Shaver, 2007). Avoidant individuals score lower on exploratory interests and they are 
more likely to engage in exploration of ought self in order to avoid rejection (Green & 
Campbell, 2000; Reich & Siegel, 2002). They are less likely to experience supportive 
behavior as positive as this can interfere with self-reliance (Campbell, Simpson, Boldry, 
& Kashy, 2005). They may also be less accurate in understanding others’ verbal and non-
verbal messages, especially ones that have to do with seeking closeness or support 
(Schachner, Shaver, & Mikulincer, 2005). Therefore, they are unlikely to provide 
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effective support and may even express disapproval and act insensitively (Mikulincer & 
Shaver, 2007). 
Individuals who score low on both anxiety and avoidance dimensions have a 
positive image of themselves and other people and are considered securely attached. In 
childhood, these individuals often had caregivers who were responsive to their needs and 
were available when the child needed support and therefore they have developed positive 
working models of themselves and others viewing both as lovable and worthy. 
Mikulincer and Shaver (2007) suggest that a secure attachment can enable autonomous 
personal growth. They are better able to dedicate resources to promotion-focused goals 
and because they are confident that the support is available, they are able to take 
calculated risks and take on challenges that help them move closer to self-actualization 
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). For example, Green and Campbell (2000) primed 
participants with mental representations of the availability or unavailability of attachment 
figures and showed that secure priming led to higher levels of exploration. Previous 
research has also shown that secure attachment is linked to progress in commitment to 
career choices (Blustein, Walbridge, Friedlander, & Palladino, 1991). Because securely 
attached individuals perceive partners as available they are able to express their desires, 
needs, and hopes, and they are able to ask for support when they need it and are also 
more likely to recognize when partners are being supportive (Mikulincer & Shaver, 
2007). Additionally, secure individuals are often better able to support and encourage 
their partners in their goal pursuits. 
Because romantic partners simultaneously provide support and receive it, 
attachment can be more fully understood at the dyadic level and it is clear that partners’ 
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attachment styles interact with one another (Cassidy & Shaver, 2008). Senchak and 
Leonard (1992) showed that in relationships where both partners are securely attached 
couples reported higher levels of marital adjustment than in mixed and insecure pairs. 
However, in another study the researchers showed that secure and mixed pairs rated 
similar levels of marital adjustments and mixed couples fared better than insecure couples 
(Cohn, Silver, Cowan, Cowan, & Pearson, 1992). Other studies have shown that doubly 
secure couples are more confident of partner’s availability of support and showed no 
difference between mixed and secure couples providing support for the buffering effects 
of one secure partner (Gallo & Smith, 2001). Even though the research is mixed, it 
suggests that social support may, at least in some situations, buffer against the negative 
implications of insecure attachment (Gallo, 2009).  
Hazan and Shaver (1990) suggested that work is adults’ way of exploring the 
environment in a similar way that play is for children. They conducted two large-scale 
questionnaire studies on how individuals with different attachment styles perceived their 
work. The results showed that secure individuals had more positive attitudes toward work 
and were more satisfied with their roles than insecure individuals. Anxious individuals 
used work as an avenue for social acceptance but it also served as a potential avenue for 
disapproval and rejection. Avoidant individuals, in contrast, reported that they were 
unable to balance work and other social interaction and preferred to work alone. They 
also reported being nervous when they were not working suggesting that they were 
uncomfortable with other social interactions. Therefore, the results provide further 
support to the positive influence of secure attachment on adult exploration. 
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Another study looked at exploration in adults and conceptualized it as the ability 
for independent goal pursuits, discovery, and personal growth relating to the security of 
partner being available and responsive (Feeney, 2004). During the observational phase 
participants (116 dating couples) were videotaped having a conversation about one 
partner’s goals. Then during the experimental phase the secure base support was 
manipulated to see the impact of different types of support (or lack of support) on the 
recipient. The results showed that individuals whose partners were coded as more 
responsive and supportive were more likely to discuss goals openly and explore 
alternative ways to achieve their goals. They also showed an increase in self-esteem and 
positive mood following the conversation. Partners of individuals who displayed more 
controlling or intrusive behaviors or remarks tended to modify or distort their goals rather 
than explore the goals with their partner. This suggests that the level of disclosure is 
dependent on the responsiveness of the partner. 
 Two recent daily diary studies looked at the consequences and precursors of daily 
goal progress throughout individuals’ adult life span (Jakubiac & Feeney, 2016). Study 1 
followed 197 young-adult newlyweds and study 2 followed 238 married couples in late 
adulthood. Both studies assessed individuals first by using self-report questionnaires, a 
week later they were invited to attend a laboratory session for videotaped discussion and 
interaction, and afterward they were asked to complete diary entries over the following 
seven days and they were measured on various well-being measures as well as on daily 
goal progress. The results from both studies showed that goal progress predicted same-
day and next-day improvements in psychological, physical and relational well-being and 
more progress showed higher levels of personal and relational well-being. Spousal 
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support (measured as availability, encouragement, and noninterference) enabled same-
day and next-day goal progress. In the newlywed sample, some of the effects of 
attachment orientation moderated goal progress. Individuals with insecure attachment 
benefited the most from goal progress and spousal support enabled goal progress most 
strongly for individuals with less anxious attachment. The study provided support for the 
importance of exploration behavioral system across adult life span, which has previously 
been understudied. It also examined the consequences of exploration for well-being and 
social support into late adulthood. 
Present Study 
Research into the exploration behavioral system has been sparse and most of the 
research has focused on the fulfilment of attachment needs rather than non-relational 
goals (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). The Michelangelo Phenomenon provides a promising 
account to examine the role of the exploration behavioral system because it specifically 
focuses on goal pursuit in the context of interpersonal relationships. Previous research 
into the attachment theory indicates some important individual differences in how and 
what kinds of goals people strive to achieve, how they are able to affirm their partners, 
and how they perceive affirmation from close others. The present study aims to examine 
the role that attachment plays in the Michelangelo Phenomenon and to bridge the gap in 
the literature. 
Based on previous findings in the attachment literature, partners’ abilities to 
support one another may differ depending on the security of their attachment. Individuals 
high in anxiety may perceive their partner’s goals as a threat to the relationship and may 
be less likely to provide affirmation for their partner’s strivings toward his or her goals 
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and may even try to interfere. In contrast, individuals high in avoidance emphasize 
independence and are likely to let their partner explore and strive for their goals 
independently but may lack the knowledge of their partner’s goals and the capacity to 
affirm their partner. Individuals low in both anxiety and avoidance are likely to recognize 
their partner’s goals and more likely to provide affirmation. Therefore, there should be 
individual differences in the partners’ ability to provide affirmation.  
In addition to providing affirmation, there may also be individual differences in 
the target’s ability and desire to receive affirmation. Individuals high in anxiety may 
constantly seek affirmation from their partners. However, they may also experience 
affirmation as threatening and as a sign of withdrawal if their partner is affirming their 
independent goal pursuits. There may, therefore, be a difference between their 
recognition of the partner affirmation and actual affirmation but how this plays out in 
practice is yet to be tested. Because individuals high in avoidance emphasize 
independence and self-reliance they may be less likely to recognize their partner’s 
affirmation attempts and therefore experience their partners as less affirming than they 
actually are. Individuals low in both anxiety and avoidance, in contrast, are more likely to 
be able to recognize their partner’s affirmation and may even be positively biased and 
experience more affirmation than the partner is actually giving them.  
When looking at affirmation and attachment at a dyadic level, the relationship 
between the two becomes more complex and therefore the present study aims to address 
the influence of both partners’ attachment on themselves and each other. For example, if 
the partner is high in avoidance, he or she may not perceive himself or herself as 
providing affirmation despite the target perceiving him or her as affirming. Bowlby 
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theorized that internal working models influence how individuals perceive themselves, 
others, and the world (1969, 1973, 1980). Research has since provided support to the 
idea. For example, across eight studies Mikulincer et al. showed that secure attachment 
(i.e. low in anxiety and avoidance) provided greater access to secure-base scripts, which 
guided secure individuals’ perception of information that was relevant to attachment 
(Mikulincer, Shaver, Sapir-Lavid, & Avihou-Kanza, 2009). The partners’ perceptions of 
the affirmation may therefore differ and thus the present study also takes into account 
both the partner’s and the target’s perception of each stage of the model whereas previous 
research has only focused on the model from the target’s perspective.  
When looking at the influence of attachment on the Michelangelo Phenomenon, it 
is also important to address whether attachment is stable or fluid. If attachment is stable 
across the lifespan and has developed in early childhood, it would most likely serve as a 
predictor of the model. If, on the other hand, attachment is fluid, it could potentially 
mediate or moderate the model variables. Bowlby (1969, 1973, 1980) suggested that 
whilst attachment is fairly stable across the lifespan it can be open to change and may 
vary in different relationships, however, he also suggested increased stability into 
adulthood. The present study uses the ECR questionnaire that measures the anxiety and 
avoidance dimensions and research has shown that the results are fairly stable over time. 
Sibley and Liu (2004) showed a correlation of .90 over a six-week period and Smith, 
Murphy, and Coats (1999) showed a correlation of .77 over a 3-month period suggesting 
that at least in the short-term attachment is likely to remain stable. Zhang and Labouvie-
Vief (2004) showed moderate correlations after 2 years (.44) and 6 years (.35) suggesting 
that attachment can vary over time but remains fairly stable. Therefore, the present study 
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will also aim to establish whether the attachment fits the model best as predictor, 
mediator or moderator.  
 The following hypotheses were tested across three studies: 
1. There will be actor effects of attachment on the partners’ ability to provide and receive 
affirmation. (i.e. female partner’s attachment will predict her ability to provide and 
receive affirmation and male partner’s attachment will predict his ability to provide and 
receive affirmation.) 
2. There will be partner effects of attachment on the partners’ ability to provide and receive 
affirmation. (i.e. female partner’s attachment will predict the male partner’s ability to 
provide and receive affirmation and male partner’s attachment will predict the female 
partner’s ability to provide and receive affirmation.)  
3. The model will still influence both male and female partners’ relationship satisfaction 
when accounted for attachment. 
4. How does attachment interact with the Michelangelo Phenomenon? Does it predict, 
mediate, or moderate the model? 
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Chapter Two: Study 1 
Study 1 used data from a five-wave longitudinal sample of couples who were 
newly committed (i.e. either moved in together or gotten married; Kumashiro et al., 
2007). The present study used data from Time 1 and Time 3. Participants’ attachment and 
affirmation were measured at Time 1 and movement toward the ideal self and dyadic 
adjustment were measured at Time 3. The data from study 1 were used to address all four 
hypotheses.  
Method 
Participants 
The original sample consisted of 187 couples (183 heterosexual couples and 4 
lesbian couples). The low number of same-sex couples in the dataset prohibits a 
meaningful analysis and therefore they were excluded from the analysis. The final 
sample, therefore, consisted of 183 heterosexual couples (366 individuals). The 
participants were 25.01 years old on average ranging from 17-47 years at Time 1. The 
participants were mostly Caucasian (84.4%) and half of them were students (49.5%). The 
couples had been involved with each other for 38 months on average (SD = 24.62) and 
most of them lived together (82%); were either dating steadily, engaged, or married 
(25.4% dating steadily, 29% engaged, 37.7% married, 6.8% other); and 94.3% of them 
did not have any children. 
Procedure  
The data for the present study were collected as a part of a larger study (see 
Kumashiro et al., 2007 for further details on the procedure). Participants were recruited 
via community announcements and they were selected to participate in the study if they 
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were newly committed. Couples completed questionnaires either before or during lab 
sessions once every six months in five separate occasions. The participants were paid for 
their participation.  
Measures 
Experience in Close Relationships – Revised Scale (ECR-R; Fraley, Waller, 
& Brennan, 2000). The abbreviated scale was used to measure the participants’ level of 
attachment anxiety and avoidance and consists of two 9-item Likert scales, one for 
anxiety and one for avoidance. The answers range from 0 (Strongly Disagree) to 8 
(Strongly Agree). Example questions for anxiety dimension include “I’m afraid that I 
will lose my partner’s love.” and “I worry a lot about my relationship.” and examples for 
avoidance dimension include “I talk things over with my partner.” and “My partner 
really understands me and my needs” (both reverse – scored). ECR has showed strong 
reliability and the original study reported Cronbach’s Alpha of .81 (Fraley et al., 2000). 
The reliability for the current sample was .88 for avoidance and .89 for anxiety. 
Target’s Perception of Partner Affirmation (i.e. Receiving Affirmation). 
Questionnaires regarding partner affirmation were adapted from Drigotas et al. (1999). 
Two questions were used to address partner perceptual affirmation (e.g. “My partner sees 
me as the person I ideally would like to be.” and “My partner regards me as the sort of 
person I would most like to become.“) and two questions partner behavioral affirmation 
(“My partner treats me in a way that is close to the person I ideally would like to be.” 
and “My partner helps me be what I ideally want to be, eliciting the best that I might 
possibly become.”). The responses used a Likert – type scale and ranged from 0 (Do Not 
Agree At All) to 8 (Agree Completely). The Cronbach’s alphas for the full partner 
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perceptual affirmation and partner behavioral affirmation scales ranged from .78 to .95 
(across two scales and three time points; Drigotas et al., 1999). The reliability for the 
current sample was .88. 
Partner’s Perception of Partner affirmation (i.e. Providing Affirmation). The 
pronouns were reversed when asking the partner’s perception of his or her affirmation but 
the questions were similar. There were two questions about partner perceptual affirmation 
(“I see my partner as the person he/she ideally would like to be.” and “I regard my 
partner as the sort of person he/she would most like to become.” and two about partner 
behavioral affirmation (“I treat my partner in a way that is close to the person he/she 
ideally would like to be.” and “I help my partner be what he/she ideally wants to be, 
eliciting the best that he/she might possibly become.”) The reliability for the current 
sample was .86. 
Movement Toward the Ideal Self (Target’s perception). Movement toward the 
ideal self was also measured using an adapted version of the original scales used by 
Drigotas et al. (1999). The participants were asked to think about the person they would 
ideally like to become and rated their movement across five domains: professional 
aspirations, personal traits, relationship goals, other domains, and overall ideal self. The 
scale ranged from -4 (“I have moved further from achieving this goal.”) to 0 (“I have not 
changed”) and to +4 (“I have moved closer to achieving this goal.”) The Cronbach’s 
alpha ranged from .70 to .81 (Drigotas et al., 1999). The reliability for the current sample 
was .77 
Movement Toward the Ideal Self (Partner’s Perception). Parallel measures 
were used to measure the partner’s perception of the self’s movement toward the ideal 
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self and just the instructions were changed to think about how the partner has changed as 
a result of the partner’s involvement. No known reliabilities have been published for this 
scale. The Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .67 to .75 (Drigotas et al., 1999). The reliability 
for the current sample was .78. 
Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976). Finally, relationship satisfaction was 
measured using the 30-item version of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976). The 
scale asks questions regarding the couple’s attitudes regarding their values (career, 
religion), conflict management, shared activities, and expressions of affection. For 
example, “Do you kiss your partner?” rated from “Never” to “Every day”. The reliability 
of the scale in the original study was .96 (Spanier, 1976). The reliability for the current 
sample was .91. 
Results 
Prior to analyses, means, standard deviations, and correlations were examined and 
these are summarized in Table 2.1. Both men and women showed low levels of 
attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance (scale scores ranged from 0 to 8) and were, 
on average, satisfied in their relationships. Participants, on average, experienced 
movement toward rather than away from their ideal self (scores above 0). Paired samples 
t-tests were conducted in order to compare the mean scores for men and women for each 
questionnaire. Women differed significantly from men only in their level of attachment 
avoidance: women (M = 1.37, SD = 1.14) were significantly lower in avoidance than men 
(M = 1.74, SD = 1.18), t(360) = 3.024, p = .003. Women (M = 3.56, SD = .35) also had 
marginally significantly higher levels of relationship satisfaction than men (M = 3.46, SD 
= .39), t(190) = -1.913, p = .057. 
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Table 2.1.  
Correlations, means, and standard deviations for each scale for male and female.  
 
Note. All mean and standard deviation scores reported are at the item level.  Manx = male’s score on attachment anxiety at 
baseline; Mavo = male’s score on attachment avoidance at baseline; Fanx = female’s score on attachment anxiety at baseline; 
Favo = female’s score on attachment avoidance at baseline; MProv = male’s perception of him providing affirmation towards 
his partner at baseline.; MRec = male’s perception of him receiving affirmation from his partner at baseline; FProv = female’s 
perception of her providing affirmation towards her partner at baseline; MRec = female’s perception of her receiving 
affirmation from her partner at baseline; MSelf = male’s perception of his movement towards his ideal self 12 months later; 
FSelf = female’s perception of her movement towards her ideal self 12 months later; MbyF = female’s perception of her 
partner’s movement towards his ideal self 12 months later; FbyM = male’s perception of his partner’s movement towards her 
ideal self 12 months later; MDAS = male’s relationship satisfaction 24 months later; FDAS = female’s relationship satisfaction 
24 months later. 
M = mean, SD = standard deviation.  
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The preliminary analyses were conducted testing the fit of the Michelangelo 
Phenomenon model on the samples across the three studies for both males and females 
(see figure 1.1. for a conceptual model). A path analysis was used for the preliminary 
analyses with maximum likelihood estimation in order to determine that the data is 
consistent with the model. The following analyses were used to determine the model fit: 
Chi Square, Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 
(RMSEA; Kenny et al., 2006). In order for the model to be a good fit, the results of the 
Chi Square need to be non-significant. The CFI indicates a relative measure of fit and is 
set to 1 and the recommended results should be at least .95 and anything below .90 
indicates a poor fit. The RMSEA, in contrast, is an absolute measure of fit in which the 
measure is set to 0. The ideal RMSEA is 0 and anything above .10 indicates poor fit for 
the model (Kenny et al., 2006). In Study 1 for women, partner perceptual affirmation 
predicted partner behavioral affirmation and movement toward the ideal self partially 
mediated the relationship between affirmation and relationship satisfaction. For men, 
there was no mediation of movement toward the ideal self on the link between 
affirmation and relationship satisfaction. However, affirmation predicted movement 
toward the ideal self. The fit statistics were examined for both men and women and the 
model provided good fit to the data. 
For the main analysis, I used a modified version of the Actor-Partner 
Interdependence model (APIM; Kenny, 1996b; Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006) to test the 
hypotheses. The APIM is used to study dyadic level data in which partners’ responses are 
non-independent (i.e. their scores tend to be positively correlated) and therefore fits the 
current research. The standard APIM model has two dyad members and two variables, X 
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and Y, for each member (Kenny et al., 2006). The two X scores are denoted as X1 and X2 
and the two Y scores as Y1 and Y2 and the APIM assumes that X predicts or causes Y. 
Each person’s X affects each person’s Y, which is called the actor effect but each 
person’s X also affects the partner’s Y, which is called the partner effect. The actor effect 
is symbolized as a and the partner effect as p and both are presented as arrows in Figure 
2.1.  
 
Figure 2.1. APIM model in which a is the actor effect and p is the partner effect (adapted 
from Kenny et al. 2006). 
 
When the partners in the model are distinguishable, there are potentially two actor 
effects and two partner effects. There are also two potential correlations: X’s may be 
correlated and the residual non-independence in the outcome scores (Y’s) are correlated, 
which are presented as curved arrows in Figure 2.1. (Kenny et al., 2006).  
The present study analyzed variance both between and within dyads. The study 
used the couple as the unit of analysis and the dyad members were assumed to be 
distinguishable by gender. A meta-analysis of 100 studies on attachment showed gender 
differences with males showing higher avoidance and lower anxiety than females (Del 
Giudice, 2011) providing support for the distinguishability of the dyads. Therefore, there 
is sufficient empirical evidence to suggest that the partners were meaningfully 
distinguished and no test of distinguishability was performed. The study used path 
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analysis with maximum likelihood estimation following APIM assumptions to test the 
hypotheses. Aforementioned statistics were used to determine model fit. 
I was unable to conduct post hoc power analyses because there is no reliable tool 
to date that is able to reliably estimate power in more complex Actor-Partner 
Interdependence Models. A rule of thumb in structural equation modeling is to have at 
least 200 participants or 5-20 participants for each parameter whichever is larger (Kline, 
2005). However, using the dyad as the unit of analysis only slightly decreases the power 
as compared to individual designs (Kenny et al., 2006) and therefore 183 couples (366 
individuals) should be enough to achieve adequate power for the current analysis. 
However, researchers have also shown that the study has 80% power if the p-value of 
significant paths reaches p < .005 (Greenwald, Gonzales, Harris, & Guthrie, 1996). Based 
on this notion, some of the paths in the current sample seemed to achieve adequate power 
but some did not.  
Hypotheses 1-3 
Path analysis in AMOS 24.0 were used to evaluate the hypotheses. Missing data 
were handled using the full information maximum likelihood (FIML) procedure in 
AMOS. The participants’ attachment and affirmation scores were taken at baseline, their 
movement toward their ideal self was taken 12 months later, and relationship satisfaction 
scores 24 months later. Figure 2.2. presents the unstandardized path coefficients and 
significance and addresses hypotheses 1-3. The random errors were estimated but these 
were left out of the presented model in order to make it easier to interpret. Some possible 
paths were omitted from the model to remain theoretically consistent. Both partners’ 
perception of partner affirmation and their own and their partners’ movement toward the 
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ideal self was taken into account in the first model (Figure 2.2.). It is important to note 
that even though the results are discussed for male and female partners separately, the 
Actor-Partner Interdependence Model does not measure gender differences. Therefore, 
even though one path may be significant for one of the partners, this does not mean that 
the path is significantly different from the other partner’s path and therefore it does not 
infer any gender differences. 
The analysis was run both with and without relationship satisfaction but for the 
simplicity of reading only one model is presented. The significant paths between 
attachment and the Michelangelo Phenomenon did not vary regardless of whether the 
relationship satisfaction was included or not. The model showed good fit to the data when 
the relationship satisfaction was not included: χ2(26) = 26.766 p = .422, CFI= .999, 
RMSEA = .013. The model fit worsened slightly when the relationship satisfaction was 
added to the model: χ2(46) = 79.875 p = .001, CFI= .956, RMSEA = .064. Including 
partners’ age or relationship length did not change the significance of the paths or 
significantly worsen the model fit. 
Actor Effects (Hypothesis 1). The purpose of the first hypothesis was to examine 
the actor effects of attachment on the partners’ ability to provide and receive affirmation. 
The study showed significant actor effects of an individual’s attachment on their own 
ability to provide and receive affirmation in the relationship. For women, higher levels of 
attachment avoidance predicted lower levels of ability to provide affirmation (B = -.22, p 
= .004) but not receiving affirmation. Higher levels of attachment anxiety predicted lower 
levels of receiving affirmation (B = -.14, p = .021) as well as providing affirmation (B = -
.12, p = .027). The link between women receiving affirmation and their perception of 
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their movement toward the ideal self was marginally significant (B = .10, p = .055). The 
women’s perception of their ability to affirm the male partners significantly predicted the 
female partner’s perception of the male partners’ movement toward their ideal self (B = 
.15, p = .005). For men, higher levels of attachment avoidance were predictive of lower 
levels of providing (B = -.19, p = .022) as well as receiving affirmation (B = -.24, p = 
.005). However, attachment anxiety was not predictive of men’s ability to provide or 
receive affirmation. The link between men receiving affirmation and their movement 
toward their ideal self was significant (B = .18, p = .010). Men’s perception of their 
ability to provide affirmation was also predictive of their perception of the female 
partner’s movement toward their ideal self (B = .20, p < .001). 
Partner Effects (Hypothesis 2). The purpose of the second hypothesis was to 
examine the effects of the participants’ attachment on their partners’ ability to provide 
and receive affirmation. Women’s attachment anxiety was predictive of the male 
partners’ perceived ability to provide (B = -.17, p = .003) and receive affirmation (B = -
.13, p = .040) in that higher level of attachment anxiety predicted lower levels of 
affirmation in men. None of the other partner effects were significant. 
Relationship Satisfaction (Hypothesis 3). As mentioned earlier, when adding 
relationship satisfaction to the model, this decreased the model fit. Only women’s 
perception of the male partners’ movement toward their ideal self significantly predicted 
the female partners’ relationship satisfaction 24 months later (B = .10, p = .031). When 
we investigated this result further and accounted for relationship satisfaction at baseline, 
this link was no longer significant (p = .157, figure not shown). Therefore, in
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Figure 2.2. The unstandardized path coefficients of the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model for attachment as a predictor of 
the Michelangelo Phenomenon and relationship satisfaction (DAS) including both partners’ perspectives. The significant paths 
are in black, dotted lines represent marginally significant paths, and grey paths represent non-significant paths. “Receiving 
affirmation” refers to the target’s perception of partner’s affirmation towards the target whereas “providing affirmation” refers 
to the partner’s perception of how affirming he or she is towards the target.   
M = male, F = female. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, †<.10 
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the current sample of young, newly committed couples, the Michelangelo Phenomenon 
did not seem to significantly predict relationship satisfaction for both partners when 
attachment and baseline relationship satisfaction was included in the model.   
Attachment as a predictor, mediator, or moderator (Hypothesis 4). 
Path analysis in AMOS 24.0 were used to evaluate three separate models in order 
to establish whether attachment best acted as a predictor (Figure 2.3.), mediator (Figure 
2.4.), or moderator (Figure 2.5.) of the Michelangelo Phenomenon. Missing data were 
handled using the full information maximum likelihood (FIML) procedure in AMOS. 
The figures present the unstandardized path coefficients and their level of significance. 
The random errors were estimated but these were left out of the presented model in order 
to make them easier to interpret. The models were simplified and only included 
affirmation (i.e. receiving affirmation) and movement toward the ideal self from the 
target’s perspective rather than including the partners’ perception of their ability to 
provide affirmation.  
The attachment as a predictor model (Figure 2.3) provided good fit to the data: 
χ2(10) = 12.166 p = .274, CFI= .986, RMSEA = .034. The attachment as a predictor 
model showed that women’s attachment anxiety significantly predicted their ability to 
receive affirmation (B = -.14, p = .021) and the male partners’ ability to receive 
affirmation (B = -.13, p = .037) in that higher levels of attachment anxiety negatively 
influenced the affirmation. Women’s attachment avoidance was not a significant 
predictor of receiving affirmation in men or women. For men, attachment avoidance 
significantly predicted their ability to receive affirmation (B = -.24, p = .005). Higher 
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levels of attachment avoidance negatively influenced the men’s ability to receive 
affirmation. Men’s attachment anxiety did not significantly predict their ability to receive 
affirmation. Men’s attachment avoidance or anxiety were not a significant predictor of 
female partners’ ability to receive affirmation. Affirmation in both partners led to more 
movement toward their ideal self (women: B = .16, p = .011; men: B = .22, p = .004). 
In contrast, the mediator model (Figure 2.4) did not fit the data well: χ2(3) = 
13.109 p = .004, CFI= .935, RMSEA = .136. Both partners’ ability to receive affirmation 
significantly predicted their movement toward the ideal self but this was not mediated by 
attachment anxiety or avoidance (women: B = .14, p = .031; men: B = .17, p = .028). 
Receiving affirmation, however, did seem to predict participants’ level of attachment. 
Women’s ability to receive affirmation significantly predicted their level of attachment 
anxiety (B = -.27, p = .005) and avoidance (B = -.18, p = .013). Therefore, higher levels 
of affirmation led to lower levels of attachment anxiety and avoidance in women. Men’s 
ability to receive affirmation significantly predicted their level of attachment anxiety (B = 
-.20, p = .031) and avoidance (B = -.26, p < .001). Therefore, higher levels of affirmation 
led to lower levels of attachment anxiety and avoidance in men. Men’s ability to receive 
affirmation was also significantly negatively linked to their female partners’ attachment 
anxiety (B = -.25, p = .010).  
The moderator model (Figure 2.5) seemed to provide the best explanation to the 
data, however, there were no significant moderator effects of attachment anxiety or 
attachment avoidance in men or women: χ2(2) = .307 p = .858, CFI= 1.000, RMSEA = 
.000.  
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Figure 2.3. The unstandardized path coefficients of the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model for attachment as a predictor of 
the Michelangelo Phenomenon. The significant paths are in black, dotted lines represent marginally significant paths, and grey 
paths represent non-significant paths. 
M = male, F = female. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, †<.10 
 
 37 
 
Figure 2.4. The unstandardized path coefficients of the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model for attachment as a mediator of 
the Michelangelo Phenomenon. The significant paths are in black, dotted lines represent marginally significant paths, and grey 
paths represent non-significant paths. 
M = male, F = female. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, †<.10 
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Figure 2.5. The unstandardized path coefficients of the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model for attachment as a moderator of 
the Michelangelo Phenomenon. The significant paths are in black, dotted lines represent marginally significant paths, and grey 
paths represent non-significant paths. 
M = male, F = female. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, †<.10 
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Discussion 
The purpose of the present study was to investigate the role of attachment on the 
Michelangelo Phenomenon in a sample of young, newly committed couples. The first 
two hypotheses were tested in order to investigate both actor and partner effects of 
attachment looking at both partners’ perceptions of their ability to provide and receive 
affirmation. The results showed that both attachment anxiety and avoidance were 
important predictors for partners’ ability to provide and to receive affirmation.  
Previous literature suggests that individuals high in anxiety have a negative 
working model of self and constantly worry that their partner will not be there when 
needed (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012). Helping partners achieve their independent goals 
may cause them to move farther away from the relationship. Therefore, they may 
experience their partner’s independent goal pursuits as a threat to the relationship and 
may even try to stop their partners from achieving their goals in order to keep them 
focused on the relationship (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Anxiously attached individuals 
also lack confidence in their own abilities to attain goals and may be less likely to invest 
in personal goals that are unrelated to their attachment needs because they may view 
these goals as interfering with their attachment needs (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). The 
results from the present sample are consistent with the previous literature: as the 
women’s level of attachment anxiety increased, their ability to provide affirmation 
toward their partner decreased. Similarly, their ability to receive affirmation from their 
partner also decreased. This pattern was reflected in both male and female partners’ 
responses. 
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Women’s attachment avoidance was also a significant predictor of providing 
affirmation toward their partner’s goals; women higher in attachment avoidance provided 
less affirmation toward their male partners. Attachment theory posits that individuals 
high in attachment avoidance tend to be more “self-reliant” and tend to avoid being close 
to others (Campbell et al., 2005). Previous research suggests that individuals high in 
attachment avoidance are unlikely to recognize their partner’s support-seeking and 
therefore may not be able to provide effective support and may even express disapproval 
and act insensitively (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Schachner et al., 2005). This is 
consistent with the current findings. However, only the actor effect of women’s 
attachment avoidance was statistically significant. This means that while there was a 
significant effect between women’s increased attachment avoidance and subsequently 
lower amounts of affirmation given to the male partner, there was no significant 
association between the women’s level of attachment avoidance and their male partners’ 
report of receiving affirmation from them. 
In the present study, women’s attachment avoidance was not a significant 
predictor of their ability to receive affirmation or of the male partner’s ability to provide 
affirmation. As mentioned previously, individuals high in attachment avoidance 
emphasize independence and self-reliance and may be less likely to experience 
supportive behavior from their partner as positive (Campbell et al., 2005). Therefore, they 
may not notice if their partner is trying to provide affirmation and may even perceive it as 
interfering. Their partner may also have learnt that leaving them alone to pursue their 
goals is better than attempting to provide affirmation. Individuals high in attachment 
avoidance are also more likely to pursue goals related to their ought self and tend to score 
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lower on exploratory interests (Green & Campbell, 2000; Reich & Siegel, 2002). Thus, if 
they are not pursuing ideal-related goals they may not experience their partners as 
affirming (and the partner may not provide affirmation) if there is nothing to affirm. 
Men’s attachment avoidance was also a significant predictor of their own 
perception of them providing and receiving affirmation themselves (actor effects). Men 
who were higher in attachment avoidance experienced themselves as providing less 
affirmation toward their female partner’s goals also experienced their female partners as 
providing less affirmation toward them. This is consistent with previous literature 
suggesting that individuals higher in attachment avoidance are self-reliant and avoid 
being close with others (Campbell et al., 2005). Therefore, they are unlikely to seek 
affirmation from their partner and instead focus on attaining goals themselves. Similarly, 
they may not recognize their partner’s need for affirmation or experience themselves as 
affirming.  
Previous literature suggests that individuals higher in attachment anxiety are 
likely to experience partner’s goal pursuit as a threat to the relationship and therefore may 
be less likely to provide support for their partners’ independent goal pursuits (Mikulincer 
& Shaver, 2007). However, in the present sample attachment anxiety in men was not a 
significant predictor of their own or their female partners’ ability to provide or receive 
affirmation. It may be that in the present sample, the more anxiously attached men 
provided affirmation to their female partners for different reasons than more secure 
partners, for example in order to gain their approval. Women may also be more likely to 
pursue relational rather than individual goals, which may make it easier for the more 
anxiously attached men to provide affirmation for their female partners since these goals 
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can be beneficial for the relationship. Whilst not addressed in the current study, this could 
be an interesting area for future research.   
According to attachment theory, more secure individuals have the capacity for 
autonomous growth, which may make them more able to provide and receive support 
from their partners (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). While it is not possible to say that the 
current sample is securely attached, it can be inferred from the analytical model and the 
dimensions: individuals low in attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance can be said 
to be more securely attached. The present study showed that women who scored lower in 
attachment anxiety and avoidance provided higher levels of affirmation toward their male 
partners. Similarly, women who scored lower in anxiety were better able to receive 
affirmation from their male partners. Lower scores in attachment avoidance in men was 
also predictive of higher levels of providing and receiving affirmation from their female 
partners. Therefore, the present study suggests that secure attachment is associated with 
higher levels of providing and receiving affirmation.  This is especially reflective in their 
own perception of their ability to provide and receive affirmation (actor effects).  The 
present study also suggests that women who are more securely attached impact the male 
partner’s perception of the female partners’ ability to provide and receive support (partner 
effects).  
Consistent with previous research into the Michelangelo Phenomenon, higher 
levels of affirmation led to increases in movement toward the ideal self (Drigotas et al., 
1999; Drigotas, 2002). In the present sample, when the target experienced his or her 
partner as affirming (i.e. receiving affirmation), this predicted higher levels of the target’s 
movement toward the ideal self 12 months later. If partners perceived themselves as 
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affirming (i.e. providing affirmation), they also experienced their partners as moving 
toward their ideal self 12 months later. This was true for both men and women. There 
was an indirect link between movement toward the ideal self and attachment through 
affirmation and therefore it may be that attachment also influenced movement toward the 
ideal self. Attachment theory suggests that higher levels of attachment insecurity leads to 
less exploration of one’s environment – in this case less movement toward ideal self-
goals (Feeney, 2004). This was not explicitly examined in the present study but would be 
an interesting avenue for future research. 
The third hypothesis in the study examined whether the model would still account 
for relationship satisfaction 24 months later after including attachment in the model. The 
present study did not show evidence that the target’s movement toward the ideal self 
increased his or her relationship satisfaction. However, women’s relationship satisfaction 
was influenced by their perception of the male partner’s movement toward the male 
partner’s ideal self. Thus, it seems that, at least for women, by partner helping the target 
move toward the target’s ideal self, the partner can experience higher levels of 
relationship satisfaction rather than when the partner is moving toward his or her ideal 
self, which is consistent with the idea that helping others increases well-being. Previous 
research on the Michelangelo Phenomenon has shown that the model predicts 
relationship satisfaction (Drigotas et al., 1999) as well as individual wellbeing (Drigotas, 
2002). The present study differed from previous research on the Michelangelo 
Phenomenon in that it accounted for both partners’ perceptions of affirmation and 
movement toward the ideal self, which has not previously been studied. Previous research 
has shown that affirmation can lead to higher levels of relationship satisfaction even 
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without movement toward the ideal self (Drigotas et al., 1999). This was not tested in the 
present model but might be interesting to look at in the future. The present study did not 
look at individual wellbeing but it may be that movement toward the ideal self could have 
predicted individual wellbeing even if it did not predict relationship satisfaction in the 
current sample. 
In order to test the final hypothesis (hypothesis 4), we looked at three different 
models: attachment as a predictor, attachment as a mediator, and attachment as a 
moderator. The present study showed strong support for the role of attachment as a 
predictor of the Michelangelo Phenomenon. More specifically, women’s attachment 
anxiety predicted both their own and their male partners’ perception of their ability to 
provide affirmation (i.e. receiving affirmation). Men’s attachment avoidance predicted 
their perception of the female partner’s ability to provide affirmation (i.e. the male 
partner receiving affirmation). The present study did not show any evidence of 
attachment as a mediator or moderator of the link between affirmation and movement 
toward the ideal self. The findings are consistent with previous literature, which has 
shown that attachment is determined early on in a person’s life and becomes more stable 
into adulthood (Sibley & Liu, 2004; Smith et al., 1999). However, Jakubiac and Feeney 
(2016) showed that attachment moderated the effects of spousal support on goal pursuit. 
We found no evidence of moderating effects of attachment in the present sample. It is 
important to note, however, that spousal support and affirmation are distinct from one 
another, which may explain the differences in the findings. 
Although not specifically examined, the mediator model provides some 
interesting preliminary support that affirmation can influence attachment. Men providing 
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affirmation toward their female partners was predictive of lower levels of attachment 
anxiety and avoidance in the women. However, women providing affirmation toward 
their male partners was predictive of lower levels of attachment anxiety and avoidance in 
the men and attachment anxiety in the women. Therefore, it may be that it is possible to 
influence attachment with higher levels of affirmation. There is some research to show 
that whilst attachment is fairly stable over time, it can change at least to some degree 
(Zhang & Labouvie-Vief, 2004). However, the present study looked at attachment and 
affirmation at baseline and therefore it is not possible to determine any temporal order for 
these two constructs. Future research is needed to establish whether affirmation can, in 
fact, influence attachment.  
The present study was the first of its kind to look at the role of attachment on the 
Michelangelo Phenomenon and provided support for attachment as a predictor of the 
Michelangelo Phenomenon. It also provided further support for the exploration 
behavioral system in adults, which is rarely studied. The participants in the present study 
were mostly young, newly committed, heterosexual couples and therefore the results can 
only be generalized to this population. The data were collected across three time points 
each one year apart and therefore provides support for the temporal order of the variables. 
Due to previous literature on the stability of attachment, both attachment and affirmation 
were assessed at baseline. This means I cannot definitively say that attachment comes 
before affirmation. Future research should further investigate how these two constructs 
are related temporally and whether affirmation can influence attachment as well. It would 
also be interesting to look at how attachment predicts movement toward the ideal self and 
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whether individuals respond differently depending on the types of goals their partners are 
achieving (e.g. relational vs. independent).  
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Chapter Three: Study 2 
Study 2 used data from a ten-day diary study of dating couples (Kumashiro, 
Rusbult, & Finkel, 2008). However, the measures for the current study were only taken 
from Time 1 making it cross-sectional. Therefore, all measures were taken from Time 1 
data. The study was used to address hypotheses one, two, and four. 
Method 
Participants 
The original sample consisted of 92 dating couples (91 heterosexual couples and 1 
lesbian couple). The low number of same-sex couples in the dataset prohibits a 
meaningful analysis and therefore they were excluded from the analysis. The final 
sample, therefore, consisted of 91 heterosexual couples (182 individuals). The 
participants were 22.05 years old on average ranging from 18-42 years. The participants 
were mostly Caucasian (72%) and students (78.6%). The couples had been involved with 
each other for 22 months on average ranging from 3 to 84 months. Most of them were 
dating steadily (91.2% dating steadily, 6.7% engaged, 2.2% other) and just over half of 
them lived together (58.2%). 
Procedure 
The data for the present study were collected as a part of a larger daily diary study 
(see Kumashiro et al., 2008 for further details on the procedure). The participants were 
recruited through advertisements around Chapel Hill, North Carolina and were either paid 
for their participation or given university course credits. Couples completed 
questionnaires during the two lab sessions and some at home in between the lab sessions. 
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Couples also completed a 10-day diary, however, this was not used in the current study. 
The present study only used data from the lab session at Time 1. 
Measures 
Experience in Close Relationships – Revised Scale (ECR-R; Fraley, Waller, 
& Brennan, 2000). The full scale was used to measure the participants’ level of 
attachment anxiety and avoidance and consists of two 18-item Likert scales, one for 
anxiety and one for avoidance. The answers range from 0 (Strongly Disagree) to 8 
(Strongly Agree). Example questions for anxiety dimension include “I’m afraid that I 
will lose my partner’s love.” and “I worry a lot about my relationship.” and examples for 
avoidance dimension include “I talk things over with my partner.” and “My partner 
really understands me and my needs” (both reverse – scored). ECR has showed strong 
reliability and the original study reported Cronbach’s Alpha of .81 (Fraley et al., 2000). 
The reliability for the current sample was .92 for avoidance and .91 for anxiety.  
Target’s Perception of Partner Affirmation (i.e. Receiving Affirmation). 
Questionnaires regarding partner affirmation were adapted from Drigotas et al. (1999). 
Two questions were used to address partner perceptual affirmation (e.g. “My partner sees 
me as the person I ideally would like to be.” and “My partner regards me as the sort of 
person I would most like to become.“) and two questions partner behavioral affirmation 
(“My partner treats me in a way that is close to the person I ideally would like to be.” 
and “My partner helps me be what I ideally want to be, eliciting the best that I might 
possibly become.”). The responses used a Likert – type scale and ranged from 0 (Do Not 
Agree At All) to 8 (Agree Completely). The Cronbach’s alphas for the full partner 
perceptual affirmation and partner behavioral affirmation scales ranged from .78 to .95 
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(across two scales and three time points; Drigotas et al., 1999). The reliability for the 
current sample was .89. 
Partner’s Perception of Partner affirmation (i.e. Providing Affirmation). The 
pronouns were reversed when asking the partner’s perception of his or her affirmation but 
the questions were similar. There were two questions about partner perceptual affirmation 
(“I see my partner as the person he/she ideally would like to be.” and “I regard my 
partner as the sort of person he/she would most like to become.” and two about partner 
behavioral affirmation (“I treat my partner in a way that is close to the person he/she 
ideally would like to be.” and “I help my partner be what he/she ideally wants to be, 
eliciting the best that he/she might possibly become.”) The reliability for the current 
sample was .82. 
Movement Toward the Ideal Goals (Target’s Perception). The participants 
were asked to list their Top-6 goals but only their Top-3 goals were included in the 
analysis. They were asked to rate their perceived movement toward these goals. The scale 
ranged from -4 (“I have moved further from achieving this goal.”) to 0 (“I have not 
changed”) and to +4 (“I have moved closer to achieving this goal.”). The reliability for 
the current sample was .56. 
Movement Toward the Ideal Goals (Partner’s Perception). The participants 
were asked to list their Top-6 goals but only their Top-3 goals were included in the 
analysis. Their partners were asked to rate the target’s perceived movement toward these 
goals. The scale ranged from -4 (“My partner has moved further from achieving this 
goal.”) to 0 (“My partner has not changed”) and to +4 (“My partner has moved closer to 
achieving this goal.”). The reliability for the current sample was .62. 
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Results 
Prior to the main analysis, means, standard deviations, and correlations were 
examined and these are summarized in Table 3.1. Both men and women showed low 
levels of attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance (scale scores ranged from 0 to 8). 
Participants, on average, experienced movement toward rather than away from their top 
three ideal self goals (scores above 0). Paired samples t-tests were conducted in order to 
compare the mean scores for men and women for each questionnaire. Women differed 
significantly from men in their level of attachment avoidance: women (M = 1.62, SD = 
1.11) were significantly lower in avoidance than men (M = 1.98, SD = 1.24), t(171) = 
1.988, p = .048. Women (M = 6.25, SD = 1.11) also experienced their partners as more 
affirming than men (M = 5.89, SD = 1.32), t(180) = -2.013, p = .046. 
The fit of the data to the Michelangelo Phenomenon was also examined using the 
basic Michelangelo Phenomenon model (Figure 1.1). In Study 2, partner perceptual 
affirmation predicted partner behavioral affirmation and that in turn predicted movement 
toward the ideal self. However, movement toward the ideal self did not mediate the 
relationship between affirmation and relationship satisfaction. The fit statistics were 
examined for both men and women and the model provided good fit to the data. 
However, Study 2 did not look at the link from the Michelangelo Phenomenon to 
relationship satisfaction and therefore this did not impact the analysis.  
Hypotheses 1-2 
Path analysis in AMOS 24.0 were used to evaluate the hypotheses. Missing data were 
handled using the full information maximum likelihood (FIML) procedure in AMOS. In 
the Study 2, all the measures were taken at baseline and therefore was cross-sectional in 
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Table 3.1.  
Correlations, means, and standard deviations for each scale for male and female.  
 
Note. Manx = male’s score on attachment anxiety; Mavo = male’s score on attachment avoidance; Fanx = female’s score on 
attachment anxiety; Favo = female’s score on attachment avoidance; MProv = male’s perception of him providing affirmation 
towards his partner; MRec = male’s perception of him receiving affirmation from his partner; FProv = female’s perception of 
her providing affirmation towards her partner; MRec = female’s perception of her receiving affirmation from her partner; 
MSelf = male’s perception of his movement towards his top 3 goals; FSelf = female’s perception of her movement towards her 
top 3 goals; MbyF = female’s perception of her partner’s movement towards his top 3 goals; FbyM = male’s perception of his 
partner’s movement towards her top 3 goals. 
M = mean, SD = standard deviation. 
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nature. Figure 3.1 presents the unstandardized path coefficients and significance and 
addresses hypotheses 1-2. The random errors were estimated but these were left out of 
the presented model in order to make it easier to interpret. Some possible paths were 
omitted from the model to remain theoretically consistent. Both partners’ perception of 
partner affirmation and their own and their partners’ movement toward the ideal self was 
taken into account in the first model (Figure 3.1.). The model showed marginal fit to the 
data: χ2(26) = 44.914 p = .012, CFI= .929, RMSEA = .09. Including partners’ age or 
relationship length did not change the significance of the paths or significantly worsen 
the model fit. 
Actor Effects (Hypothesis 1). The purpose of the first hypothesis was to examine 
the actor effects of attachment on the partners’ ability to provide and receive affirmation. 
The study showed significant actor effects of attachment on a person’s ability to provide 
and receive affirmation. For women, higher levels of attachment anxiety predicted lower 
levels of receiving affirmation (B = -.18, p = .034) as well as providing affirmation (B = -
.17, p = .041). Women’s attachment avoidance did not significantly predict receiving or 
providing affirmation for women. For men, higher levels of attachment avoidance were 
predictive of lower levels of providing affirmation (B = -.54, p < .001) and receiving 
affirmation (B = -.60, p < .001). Higher levels of attachment anxiety in men was 
marginally significant in predicting higher levels of providing affirmation (B = .14, p = 
.083) but not receiving affirmation. For both women and men, the link between receiving 
affirmation and their perception of their movement toward the ideal self was marginally 
significant (women: B = .25, p = .068; men: B = .18, p = .071). Both men and women’s  
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Figure 3.1. The unstandardized path coefficients of the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model for attachment as a predictor of 
the Michelangelo Phenomenon including both partners’ perspectives. The significant paths are in black, dotted lines represent 
marginally significant paths, and grey paths represent non-significant paths. “Receiving affirmation” refers to the target’s 
perception of partner’s affirmation towards the target whereas “providing affirmation” refers to the partner’s perception of how 
affirming he or she is towards the target. 
M = male, F = female. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, †<.10 
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perception of their own ability to affirm their partner significantly predicted their 
perception of their partner’s movement toward their ideal self (women: B = .27, p = .009; 
men: B = .25, p = .003).  
Partner Effects (Hypothesis 2). The purpose of the second hypothesis was to 
examine the partner effects of attachment on the partners’ ability to provide and receive 
affirmation. Men’s attachment avoidance was predictive of the female partner’s ability to 
receive affirmation in that higher level of attachment avoidance in men predicted lower 
levels of affirmation in women (B = -.28, p < .007). None of the other partner effects 
were significant. 
Attachment as a predictor, mediator, or moderator (Hypothesis 4). 
Path analyses in AMOS 24.0 were used to evaluate three separate models in order 
to establish whether attachment best acted as a predictor (Figure 3.3.), mediator (Figure 
3.4.), or moderator (Figure 3.5.) in the Michelangelo Phenomenon. Missing data were 
handled using the full information maximum likelihood (FIML) procedure in AMOS. 
The figures present the unstandardized path coefficients and their level of significance. 
The random errors were estimated but these were left out of the presented model in order 
to make them easier to interpret. The models were simplified and only included 
affirmation (i.e. receiving affirmation) and movement toward the ideal self from the 
target’s perspective rather than including the partners’ perception of their ability to 
provide affirmation.  
The predictor model (Figure 3.2.) provided good fit to the data: χ2(10) = 16.710 p 
= .081, CFI= .929, RMSEA = .086. The attachment as a predictor model showed that 
women’s attachment anxiety significantly predicted their ability to receive affirmation in 
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that higher levels of attachment anxiety negatively influenced affirmation (B = -.17, p = 
.044). Women’s attachment avoidance was not a significant predictor of affirmation. For 
men, attachment avoidance significantly predicted their ability to receive affirmation (B = 
-.62, p < .001). Higher levels of attachment avoidance negatively influenced men’s ability 
to receive affirmation. Men’s attachment anxiety did not significantly predict their ability 
to receive affirmation. Men’s attachment avoidance also significantly predicted women’s 
ability to receive affirmation in that higher levels of attachment avoidance was negatively 
linked to the female partners’ ability receive affirmation (B = -.30, p = .004). Affirmation 
in both partners led to more movement toward their ideal self (women: B = .30, p = .019; 
men: B = .23, p = .017). 
The mediator model (Figure 3.3.) also provided good fit to the data: χ2(3) = 3.277 
p = .351, CFI= .997, RMSEA = .032. Women’s ability to receive affirmation was 
significantly linked to their movement toward their ideal self (B = .36, p = .009). 
Women’s ability to receive affirmation was also significantly negatively associated with 
their attachment anxiety (B = -.34, p = .004) but not avoidance, however, this did not 
mediate the relationship between affirmation and movement towards the ideal self. The 
link between men’s attachment anxiety and women’s movement toward the female 
partners’ ideal self was significant in that higher levels of attachment anxiety in men led 
to decrease in the female partners’ movement toward the ideal self (B = -.29, p = .016), 
however, it was not predicted by women’s ability to receive affirmation and therefore did 
not act as a mediator. Additionally, the link between men’s attachment avoidance and 
women’s movement toward their ideal self was marginally significant in that higher 
levels of attachment avoidance in men led to increase in the female partners’ movement 
 56 
toward the ideal self (B = .24, p = .077), however, it was not predicted by women’s 
ability to receive affirmation and therefore did not act as a mediator. For men, his ability 
to receive affirmation and movement toward the ideal self was fully mediated by his 
attachment avoidance. Higher levels of affirmation were linked to lower levels of 
attachment avoidance (B = -.45, p = .004), and higher levels of attachment avoidance was 
significantly linked to lower levels of movement toward the ideal self (B = -.43, p = 
.004). Therefore, the results showed that higher levels of affirmation led to lower levels 
of attachment avoidance in men and men lower in attachment avoidance were more able 
to move toward their goals than those high in attachment avoidance. 
The moderator model (Figure 3.4) also provides good fit to the data, however, 
there were no significant moderator effects: χ2(2) = 1.105 p = .575, CFI= 1.000, RMSEA 
= .000. Women’s ability to receive affirmation was significantly positively linked to their 
movement toward the ideal self (B = .45, p = .002). There was also a marginally 
significant moderator effect of attachment avoidance on the relationship between 
women’s ability to receive affirmation and their movement toward the ideal self (B = -
.32, p = .065). The link between men’s attachment anxiety and women’s movement 
toward the ideal self was also marginally significant (B = .22, p = .071). Men’s 
attachment avoidance was also significantly positively linked to their movement toward 
the ideal self (B = .44, p < .004). No other paths were significant. 
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Figure 3.2. The unstandardized path coefficients of the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model for attachment as a predictor of 
the Michelangelo Phenomenon. The significant paths are in black, dotted lines represent marginally significant paths, and grey 
paths represent non-significant paths. 
M = male, F = female. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, †<.10 
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Figure 3.3. The unstandardized path coefficients of the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model for attachment as a mediator of 
the Michelangelo Phenomenon. The significant paths are in black, dotted lines represent marginally significant paths, and grey 
paths represent non-significant paths. 
M = male, F = female. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, †<.10 
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Figure 3.4. The unstandardized path coefficients of the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model for attachment as a moderator of 
the Michelangelo Phenomenon. The significant paths are in black, dotted lines represent marginally significant paths, and grey 
paths represent non-significant paths. 
M = male, F = female. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, †<.10
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Discussion 
The purpose of the present study was to investigate the role of attachment on the 
Michelangelo Phenomenon in a sample of young dating couples. The first two 
hypotheses tested both actor and partner effects of attachment looking at both partners’ 
perceptions of their ability to provide and receive affirmation. The results showed that 
both attachment anxiety and avoidance were important predictors for partners’ ability to 
provide and to receive affirmation. 
Previous literature suggests that individuals high in anxiety have a negative 
working model of self and they constantly worry that their partner is not available when 
needed (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012). Helping partners achieve their independent goals 
may cause them to move farther away from the relationship. Therefore, they may 
experience their partner’s independent goal pursuits as a threat to the relationship and 
may even try to stop their partners from achieving their goals in order to keep them 
focused on the relationship (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Anxiously attached individuals 
also lack confidence in their own abilities to attain goals and may be less likely to invest 
in personal goals that are unrelated to their attachment needs because they may view 
these goals as interfering with their attachment needs (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). The 
results from the present sample are consistent with the previous literature: as the 
women’s level of attachment anxiety increased, their ability to provide affirmation 
toward their partner decreased. This pattern was reflected in both male and female 
partners’ responses. Similarly, their ability to receive affirmation from their partner also 
decreased but this was only evident in the women’s responses and there were no 
significant partner effects.  
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Women’s attachment avoidance was not a significant predictor of their ability to 
provide affirmation toward their male partner’s goals and this was true for both actor and 
partner effects. It may be that attachment anxiety is a more important predictor of 
affirmation in women than attachment avoidance. Individuals higher in attachment 
avoidance tend to be self-reliant and avoid being close to others (Campbell et al., 2005). 
However, it may be that if the more avoidant women were able to leave their partner to 
pursue their goals independently, this may be all their partners need to move toward their 
goals. The couples in the current sample were still young and many of them were still in 
college and therefore it may be that at this stage in their lives, having enough time to 
pursue independent goal pursuits is enough to feel affirmed.   
Previous research suggests that individuals high in attachment avoidance are 
unlikely to recognize their partner’s support-seeking and therefore may not be able to 
provide effective support and may even express disapproval and act insensitively 
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Schachner et al., 2005). Additionally, individuals high in 
attachment avoidance emphasize independence and self-reliance and may be less likely to 
experience supportive behavior from their partner as positive (Campbell et al., 2005). 
This is consistent with the present findings in men which showed that as attachment 
avoidance in men increased, their subsequent levels of providing and receiving 
affirmation decreased. Both male and female partners’ perceptions were also similar in 
that both partners experienced more avoidant men as less able to provide affirmation. 
More avoidant men also experienced their partners as less affirming but their female 
partners did not.  
 62 
In the present sample, higher levels of attachment anxiety were linked to higher 
levels of affirmation toward their female partners. It may be that the more anxiously 
attached men provided affirmation toward their female partners in order to gain their 
approval. Women may also be more likely to pursue relational rather than individual 
goals, which may make it easier for the more anxiously attached men to provide 
affirmation for their female partners since these goals can be beneficial for the 
relationship. However, I did not look at different types of goals separately and therefore 
further research is needed to ascertain whether this is actually the case.  
Attachment theory suggests that individuals who are more secure have a better 
capacity for autonomous growth and may therefore be better able to provide and receive 
support (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Secure attachment was defined as individuals low 
in attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance. The present study showed that women 
lower in anxiety were better able to provide affirmation toward their male partners. 
Similarly, women who scored lower in anxiety were better able to receive affirmation 
from their male partners. Men lower in attachment avoidance were also better able to 
provide and receive support from their female partners. Therefore, the present study 
suggests that secure attachment is associated with higher levels of providing and 
receiving affirmation. This is especially reflective in their own perception of their ability 
to provide and receive affirmation. The present also suggests that men who are more 
securely attached impact the female partner’s perception of the female partners’ ability to 
receive affirmation.  
Consistent with previous research into the Michelangelo Phenomenon, higher 
levels of affirmation led to increases in movement toward the ideal self (Drigotas et al., 
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1999; Drigotas, 2002). In the present sample, when the target experienced his or her 
partner as affirming (i.e. receiving affirmation), this predicted higher levels of the target’s 
movement toward the ideal self. If partners perceived themselves as affirming (i.e. 
providing affirmation), they also experienced their partners as moving toward their ideal 
self. This was true for both men and women. There was an indirect link between 
movement toward the ideal self and attachment through affirmation and therefore it may 
be that attachment also influenced movement toward the ideal self. Attachment theory 
suggests that higher levels of attachment insecurity would lead to less exploration of 
one’s environment – in this case less movement toward ideal self-goals (Feeney, 2004). 
This was not explicitly examined in the present study but would be an interesting avenue 
for future research. 
In order to test the final hypothesis (hypothesis 4), we looked at three different 
models: attachment as a predictor, attachment as a mediator, and attachment as a 
moderator. The present study showed support for the role of attachment as a predictor of 
the Michelangelo Phenomenon. More specifically, women’s attachment anxiety predicted 
their ability to receive affirmation. Men’s attachment avoidance predicted their 
perception of their own and their partners’ ability to provide affirmation (i.e. receiving 
affirmation). The findings are consistent with previous literature which has shown that 
attachment is often determined early on in a person’s life and becomes more stable into 
adulthood (Sibley & Liu, 2004; Smith et al., 1999). This provides further support to the 
present findings that attachment fits best as a predictor of the Michelangelo Phenomenon. 
The present study also showed evidence that the link between men receiving 
affirmation and their movement toward the ideal self was fully mediated by the male 
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partners’ level of attachment avoidance. The present research suggests that higher levels 
of affirmation leads to lower levels of attachment avoidance and lower levels of 
attachment avoidance leads to higher levels of movement toward the ideal self. Women’s 
perception of their partner’s ability to provide affirmation (i.e. women receiving 
affirmation) also predicted lower levels of attachment anxiety but this did not mediate the 
relationship. The moderator model also showed some evidence that women’s attachment 
avoidance moderated the relationship between affirmation and movement toward the 
ideal self but there were no other significant moderator effects. This is consistent with the 
findings from a study conducted by Jakubiac and Feeney (2016) which showed that 
attachment moderated the relationship between spousal support and goal pursuit. 
However, the present study was cross-sectional in nature and therefore future research is 
needed to establish whether there are any mediating or moderating effects of attachment 
on the Michelangelo Phenomenon longitudinally. 
The present study provided further support to the predictor role of attachment on 
the Michelangelo Phenomenon. It also provided further support for the exploration 
behavioral system in adults, which is rarely studied. The participants in the present study 
were young, heterosexual dating couples and therefore the results can only be generalized 
to this population. We only looked at the data at baseline and therefore it is possible that 
the variables are related to each other in a different order. 
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Chapter Four: Study 3 
Study 3 used data from a four-wave longitudinal study of married couples 
(Kumashiro, Finkel, & Rusbult, 2002). The present study used data from Time 1 and 
Time 3. Participants’ attachment and affirmation were measured at Time 1 and 
movement toward the ideal self and dyadic adjustment were measured at Time 3. The 
data from study 3 were used to provide further support for hypotheses one, two, and four. 
Method 
Participants 
The original sample consisted of 77 married couples (76 heterosexual couples and 
1 lesbian couple). The low number of same-sex couples in the dataset prohibits a 
meaningful analysis and therefore they were excluded from the analysis. The final 
sample, therefore, consisted of 76 heterosexual couples (152 individuals). The 
participants were 33.88 years old on average ranging from 22-76 years. The participants 
were mostly Caucasian (79.6%). The couples had been involved with each other for 72 
months (SD = 10.76) and majority of them did not have children (72.4%). 
Procedure 
The data for the present study were collected as a part of a larger study. 
Participants were recruited via community announcements and they were selected to 
participate in the study if they were married. Participants were paid $50 for their 
participation for each research session. Couples completed questionnaires in a lab once 
every four months for three waves and were sent a shorter follow-up questionnaire for 
fourth wave. The participants were paid for their participation. See Kumashiro et al. 
(2002) for further details on the procedure. 
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Measures 
Experience in Close Relationships – Revised Scale (ECR-R; Fraley, Waller, 
& Brennan, 2000). The abbreviated scale was used to measure the participants’ level of 
attachment anxiety and avoidance and consists of two 9-item Likert scales, one for 
anxiety and one for avoidance. The answers range from 0 (Strongly Disagree) to 8 
(Strongly Agree). Example questions for anxiety dimension include “I’m afraid that I 
will lose my partner’s love.” and “I worry a lot about my relationship.” and examples for 
avoidance dimension include “I talk things over with my partner.” and “My partner 
really understands me and my needs” (both reverse – scored). ECR has showed strong 
reliability and the original study reported Cronbach’s Alpha of .81 (Fraley et al., 2000). 
The reliability for the current sample was .88 for avoidance and .90 for anxiety. 
Target’s Perception of Partner Affirmation (i.e. Receiving Affirmation). 
Questionnaires regarding partner affirmation were adapted from Drigotas et al. (1999). 
Two questions were used to address partner perceptual affirmation (e.g. “My partner sees 
me as the person I ideally would like to be.” and “My partner regards me as the sort of 
person I would most like to become.“) and two questions partner behavioral affirmation 
(“My partner treats me in a way that is close to the person I ideally would like to be.” 
and “My partner helps me be what I ideally want to be, eliciting the best that I might 
possibly become.”). The responses used a Likert – type scale and ranged from 0 (Do Not 
Agree At All) to 8 (Agree Completely). The Cronbach’s alphas for the full partner 
perceptual affirmation and partner behavioral affirmation scales ranged from .78 to .95 
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(across two scales and three time points; Drigotas et al., 1999). The reliability for the 
current sample was .91. 
Partner’s Perception of Partner affirmation (i.e. Providing Affirmation). The 
pronouns were reversed when asking the partner’s perception of his or her affirmation but 
the questions were similar. There were two questions about partner perceptual affirmation 
(“I see my partner as the person he/she ideally would like to be.” and “I regard my 
partner as the sort of person he/she would most like to become.” and two about partner 
behavioral affirmation (“I treat my partner in a way that is close to the person he/she 
ideally would like to be.” and “I help my partner be what he/she ideally wants to be, 
eliciting the best that he/she might possibly become.”) The reliability for the current 
sample was .90. 
 Movement Toward Top-5 Ideal Traits (Target’s Perception). The study used 
movement toward the ideal self traits as the movement toward ideal self – measure. 
Participants were asked to rate 25 traits in how close they were to their actual self as well 
as ideal self and the movement in their top-5 traits was assessed. The scale ranged from -
4 (“I have moved further from achieving this goal.”) to 0 (“I have not changed”) and to 
+4 (“I have moved closer to achieving this goal.”). The reliability for the current sample 
was .68. 
Movement Toward Top-5 Ideal Traits (Partner’s Perception). The study used 
movement toward the ideal self traits as the movement toward ideal self – measure. 
Participants were asked to rate 25 traits in how close they were to their actual self as well 
as ideal self and their partners were asked about their movement in their top-5 traits. The 
scale ranged from -4 (“My partner has moved further from achieving this goal.”) to 0 
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(“My partner has not changed”) and to +4 (“My partner has moved closer to achieving 
this goal.”). The reliability for the current sample was .76. 
Results 
Prior to the main analysis, means, standard deviations, and correlations were 
examined and these are summarized in Table 4.1. Both men and women showed fairly 
low levels of attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance (scale scores ranged from 0 to 
8). Participants, on average, experienced movement towards rather than away from their 
ideal traits (scores above 0). Paired samples t-tests were conducted in order to compare 
the mean scores for men and women for each questionnaire. There were no significant 
gender differences in any of the variables. 
The fit of the Michelangelo Phenomenon to the data was also examined using the 
basic Michelangelo Phenomenon model (Figure 1.1) and showed a good fit. In Study 3, 
partner perceptual affirmation predicted partner behavioral affirmation and that in turn 
predicted movement toward the ideal traits. Movement toward the ideal traits did not 
significantly predict relationship satisfaction. However, Study 3 did not look at the link 
from the Michelangelo Phenomenon to relationship satisfaction and therefore this does 
not impact the analysis. 
Hypotheses 1-2 
Path analysis in AMOS 24.0 were used to evaluate the hypotheses. Missing data were 
handled using the full information maximum likelihood (FIML) procedure in AMOS. 
The participants’ attachment and affirmation scores were taken at baseline and their 
movement toward the ideal self was taken 8 months later. Figure 4.1. presents the 
unstandardized path coefficients and significance and addresses hypotheses 1-2. The 
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Table 4.1.  
Correlations, means, and standard deviations for each scale for male and female. 
 
Note. Manx = male’s score on attachment anxiety at baseline; Mavo = male’s score on attachment avoidance at baseline; Fanx 
= female’s score on attachment anxiety at baseline; Favo = female’s score on attachment avoidance at baseline; MProv = 
male’s perception of him providing affirmation towards his partner at baseline.; MRec = male’s perception of him receiving 
affirmation from his partner at baseline; FProv = female’s perception of her providing affirmation towards her partner at 
baseline; MRec = female’s perception of her receiving affirmation from her partner at baseline; MSelf = male’s perception of 
his movement towards his ideal traits 8 months later; FSelf = female’s perception of her movement towards her ideal traits 8 
months later; MbyF = female’s perception of her partner’s movement towards his ideal traits 8 months later; FbyM = male’s 
perception of his partner’s movement towards her ideal traits 8 months later. 
M = mean, SD = standard deviation.  
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random errors were estimated but these were left out of the presented model in order to 
make it easier to interpret. Some possible paths were omitted from the model to remain 
theoretically consistent. Both partners’ perception of partner affirmation and their own 
and their partners’ movement toward the ideal traits was taken into account in the first 
model (Figure 4.1.). The model showed good fit to the data: χ2(26) = 34.115 p = .132, 
CFI= .973, RMSEA = .065. Including partners’ age or relationship length did not change 
the significance of the paths or significantly worsen the model fit. 
Actor Effects (Hypothesis 1). The purpose of the first hypothesis was to examine 
the actor effects of attachment on the partners’ ability to provide and receive affirmation. 
The study showed significant actor effects of attachment on an individual’s ability to 
provide and receive affirmation. For women, higher levels of attachment avoidance 
predicted lower levels of ability to provide (B = -.45, p < .001) and receive affirmation (B 
= -.29, p = .030). Attachment anxiety was not a significant predictor of women’s ability 
to provide or receive affirmation. The link between women receiving affirmation and 
their perception of their own movement toward the ideal traits was significant (B = .33, p 
< .001). Women’s perception of their own ability to affirm their male partners 
significantly predicted the female partners’ perception of the male partners’ movement 
toward the ideal traits (B = .17, p = .040).  For men, higher levels of attachment anxiety 
were predictive of lower levels of receiving affirmation (B = -.33, p = .005) and the link 
between attachment anxiety and men’s ability to provide affirmation was marginally 
significant in that higher levels of anxiety predicted lower levels of ability to provide 
affirmation (B = -.19, p = .065). However, attachment avoidance was not predictive of 
men’s ability to provide or receive affirmation. The link between men receiving 
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Figure 4.1. The unstandardized path coefficients of the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model for attachment as a predictor of 
the Michelangelo Phenomenon including both partners’ perspectives. The significant paths are in black, dotted lines represent 
marginally significant paths, and grey paths represent non-significant paths. “Receiving affirmation” refers to the target’s 
perception of partner’s affirmation towards the target whereas “providing affirmation” refers to the partner’s perception of how 
affirming he or she is towards the target.   
M = male, F = female. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, †<.10 
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affirmation and their own movement toward the ideal traits was significant (B = .25, p = 
.004). Men’s perception of their ability to provide affirmation was also marginally 
predictive of their perception of the female partners’ movement toward the ideal traits (B 
= .16, p = .057). 
Partner Effects (Hypothesis 2). The purpose of the second hypothesis was to 
examine the partner effects of attachment on the partners’ ability to provide and receive 
affirmation. Women’s attachment avoidance was predictive of their partner’s ability to 
provide (B = -.30, p = .006) and receive affirmation (B = -.31, p = .013) in that higher 
level of attachment avoidance predicted lower levels of affirmation in men. None of the 
other partner effects were significant. 
Attachment as a predictor, mediator, or moderator (Hypothesis 4). 
Path analysis in AMOS 24.0 were used to evaluate three separate models in order 
to establish whether attachment best acted as a predictor (Figure 4.2.), mediator (Figure 
4.3.), or moderator (Figure 4.4.) in the Michelangelo Phenomenon. Missing data were 
handled using the full information maximum likelihood (FIML) procedure in AMOS. 
The figures present the unstandardized path coefficients and their level of significance. 
The random errors were estimated but these were left out of the presented model in order 
to make them easier to interpret. The models were simplified and only included 
affirmation (i.e. receiving affirmation) and movement toward the ideal traits from the 
target’s perspective rather than including the partners’ perception of their ability to 
provide affirmation.  
The attachment as a predictor model (Figure 4.2) provided good fit to the data: 
χ2(10) = 5.648 p = .844, CFI= 1.000, RMSEA = .000. The attachment as a predictor 
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model showed that women’s attachment avoidance significantly predicted their own 
ability to receive affirmation (B = -.29, p = .029) and the male partners’ ability to receive 
affirmation (B = -.32, p = .010) in that higher levels of attachment avoidance negatively 
influenced the affirmation. Women’s attachment anxiety was not a significant predictor 
of affirmation in men or women. For men, attachment anxiety significantly predicted 
their ability to receive affirmation (B = -.33, p = .004). Higher levels of attachment 
anxiety negatively influenced the male partners’ ability to receive affirmation. Men’s 
attachment avoidance did not significantly predict their ability to receive affirmation. 
Men’s attachment avoidance or anxiety were not a significant predictor of women’s 
ability to receive affirmation. Affirmation in both partners led to more movement toward 
their ideal traits (women: B = .36, p < .001; men: B = .30, p < .001). 
The mediator model (Figure 4.3.) showed good fit to the data and did not show 
any mediation effects: χ2(3) = 1.612 p = .004, CFI= 1.000, RMSEA = .000. Affirmation 
of both partners significantly predicted their movement toward the ideal traits (women: B 
= .37, p < .001; men: B = .30, p < .001) but this was not mediated by attachment anxiety 
or avoidance. Affirmation, however, did seem to predict participants’ level of attachment. 
Women’s ability to receive affirmation significantly predicted their level of attachment 
anxiety (B = -.32, p = .019) and avoidance (B = -.25, p = .034). Therefore, higher levels 
of affirmation led to lower levels of attachment anxiety and avoidance in women. For 
men, their ability to receive affirmation was significantly negatively linked to their level 
of anxiety (B = -.40, p = .001) but not avoidance. Men’s ability to receive affirmation was 
also significantly linked to women’s attachment avoidance (B = -.27, p = .031). Men’s 
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ability to receive affirmation was linked to increase in the female partners’ level of 
avoidance.  
The moderator model (Figure 4.4.) seemed to provide the best explanation to the 
data, however, there were no significant moderator effects of attachment anxiety or 
attachment avoidance in men or women: χ2(2) = .254 p = .881, CFI= 1.000, RMSEA = 
.000.  
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Figure 4.2. The unstandardized path coefficients of the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model for attachment as a predictor of 
the Michelangelo Phenomenon. The significant paths are in black, dotted lines represent marginally significant paths, and grey 
paths represent non-significant paths. 
M = male, F = female. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, †<.10 
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Figure 4.3. The unstandardized path coefficients of the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model for attachment as a mediator of 
the Michelangelo Phenomenon. The significant paths are in black, dotted lines represent marginally significant paths, and grey 
paths represent non-significant paths. 
M = male, F = female. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, †<.10 
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Figure 4.4. The unstandardized path coefficients of the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model for attachment as a moderator of 
the Michelangelo Phenomenon. The significant paths are in black, dotted lines represent marginally significant paths, and grey 
paths represent non-significant paths. 
M = male, F = female. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, †<.10 
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Discussion 
The purpose of the present study was to investigate the role of attachment on the 
Michelangelo Phenomenon in a sample of married couples. The first two hypotheses 
were tested in order to investigate both actor and partner effects of attachment looking at 
both partners’ perceptions of their ability to provide and receive affirmation. The results 
showed that both attachment anxiety and avoidance were important predictors for 
partners’ ability to provide and to receive affirmation in the married sample. 
According to attachment theory, individuals high in attachment avoidance avoid 
being close to others and try to maintain self-reliance (Campbell et al., 2005). Previous 
research suggests that individuals high in attachment avoidance are unlikely to recognize 
their partner’s support-seeking and therefore may not be able to provide effective support 
and may even hinder their partners’ goal pursuits (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Schachner 
et al., 2005). The findings are consistent with previous literature and showed that higher 
levels of attachment avoidance in women was predictive of lower levels of providing and 
receiving affirmation, which was evident in both male and female partners’ responses. 
Previous research has also showed that individuals high in attachment avoidance are 
more likely to pursue goals related to their ought self and tend to score lower on 
exploratory interests (Green & Campbell, 2000; Reich & Siegel, 2002). Thus, if they are 
not pursuing ideal-related goals they may not experience their partners as affirming (and 
the partner may not provide affirmation) if there is nothing to affirm, which may also 
explain the current findings. 
Previous literature suggests that individuals high in anxiety have a negative 
working model of self, which makes them more prone to worrying about their partners 
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being there when needed (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012). Thus, helping partners move 
toward their ideal self may cause them to move away from the relationship which may 
make individuals higher in anxiety perceive partners’ goal pursuits as a threat to the 
relationship and they may try to interfere (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Individuals 
higher in anxiety also lack confidence in their own abilities to attain goals. They may also 
perceive individual goals as interfering with attachment needs and are therefore less 
likely to focus on personal goals unrelated to their attachment needs  (Mikulincer & 
Shaver, 2007). In the present sample, women’s level of attachment anxiety was not a 
significant predictor of providing or receiving affirmation. Participants in the sample 
were, on average, in their mid-30s, had been in a relationship with each other, on average, 
for at least six years, and all of them were married. It may be that this is enough time for 
the anxiously attached women to feel secure enough in the relationship that they believe 
that their partner will not just leave them even though the male partners are focused on 
their independent goals. This may have made the more anxiously attached female 
partners equally able to provide affirmation as their more secure peers. They may also 
feel secure enough in the relationship that they are able to accept support from their male 
partners without feeling like the male partners are trying to push them away. 
In contrast, men’s attachment anxiety was a significant predictor of their own 
perception of them providing and receiving affirmation themselves (actor effects). Men 
who were higher in attachment anxiety experienced themselves as providing less 
affirmation toward their female partner’s goals and also experienced their female partners 
as providing less affirmation toward them. The results are consistent with previous 
literature, which suggests that individuals high in attachment anxiety have a negative 
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working model of self and constantly worry that their partner will not be there when 
needed. Therefore, they may experience their partner’s independent goal pursuits as a 
threat to the relationship and may even try to stop their partners from achieving their 
goals in order to keep them focused on the relationship (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). 
Men’s attachment avoidance was not a significant predictor of their ability to 
provide or receive affirmation. Individuals higher in attachment avoidance tend to be 
self-reliant and avoid being close to others (Campbell et al., 2005). However, it may be 
that if their female partners were able to leave the men to pursue their goals 
independently, this may be all they need. Because more avoidant individuals emphasize 
self-reliance, they may expect affirmation toward partners’ goals to mean leaving them to 
pursue their goals independently in which case they might experience themselves as 
affirming. The couples in the current sample were all married and had been together for a 
significant amount of time and it may also be that over time these couples have learnt to 
compensate for the avoidance. 
Individuals higher in secure attachment may be better able to provide and receive 
support because they have the capacity for autonomous growth (Mikulincer & Shaver, 
2007). Individuals low in both attachment anxiety and avoidance are said to be securely 
attached and therefore individuals with low scores on both dimensions are more secure in 
our sample. The present study showed that women who scored lower in avoidance 
provided higher levels of affirmation toward their male partners. Similarly, women lower 
in avoidance were better able to receive affirmation from their male partners. Lower 
scores in attachment avoidance in men was also predictive of higher levels of providing 
and receiving affirmation from their female partners. Therefore, the present study 
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suggests that secure attachment is associated with higher levels of providing and 
receiving affirmation. This is especially reflective in their own perception of their ability 
to provide and receive affirmation (actor effects).  The present study also suggests that 
women who are more securely attached impact the male partner’s perception of the 
female partners’ ability to provide and receive support (partner effects).  
Consistent with previous research into the Michelangelo Phenomenon, higher 
levels of affirmation led to increases in movement toward the ideal self (Drigotas et al., 
1999; Drigotas, 2002). In the present sample, when the target experienced his or her 
partner as affirming (i.e. receiving affirmation), this predicted higher levels of the target’s 
movement toward the ideal traits 8 months later. If partners perceived themselves as 
affirming (i.e. providing affirmation), they also experienced their partners as moving 
toward their ideal traits eight months later. This was true for both men and women. There 
was an indirect link between movement toward the ideal traits and attachment through 
affirmation and therefore it may be that attachment also influenced movement toward the 
ideal traits. Attachment theory suggests that higher levels of attachment insecurity leads 
to less exploration of one’s environment – in this case less movement toward the ideal 
traits (Feeney, 2004). This was not explicitly examined in the present study but would be 
an interesting avenue for future research. 
In order to test the final hypothesis (hypothesis 4), the present study looked at 
three different models: attachment as a predictor, attachment as a mediator, and 
attachment as a moderator. The present study showed strong support for the role of 
attachment as a predictor of the Michelangelo Phenomenon. More specifically, women’s 
attachment avoidance predicted both their own and their male partners’ perception of 
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their ability to provide affirmation (i.e. receiving affirmation). Men’s attachment anxiety 
predicted their perception of the female partner’s ability to provide affirmation (i.e. the 
male partner receiving affirmation). The present study did not show any evidence of 
attachment as a mediator or moderator of a link between affirmation and movement 
toward the ideal traits. These findings are consistent with previous research, which has 
shown that attachment is often determined early on in a person’s life and becomes more 
stable into adulthood (Sibley & Liu, 2004; Smith et al., 1999). The findings are also 
consistent with the two previous studies, which provided support for attachment as a 
predictor. 
Although not specifically examined, the mediator model provides some 
interesting preliminary support that affirmation can influence attachment. Men providing 
affirmation toward their female partners was predictive of lower levels of attachment 
anxiety and avoidance in the women. However, women providing affirmation toward 
their male partners was predictive of lower levels of attachment anxiety in men and 
attachment avoidance in women. Therefore, it may be that it is possible to influence 
attachment with higher levels of affirmation. There is some research to show that whilst 
attachment is fairly stable over time, it can change at least to some degree (Zhang and 
Labouvie-Vief, 2004). However, the present study looked at attachment and affirmation 
at baseline and therefore it is not possible to determine any temporal order for these two 
constructs. Future research is needed to establish whether affirmation can, in fact, 
influence attachment.  
The present study provided support for attachment as a predictor of the 
Michelangelo Phenomenon. It also provided further support for the exploration 
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behavioral system in adults, which is rarely studied. The participants in the present study 
were all married, heterosexual couples and therefore the results can only be generalized 
to this population. The data were collected across two time points 8 months apart and 
therefore provides support for the temporal order of the variables. Due to previous 
literature on the stability of attachment, we looked at both attachment and affirmation at 
baseline. This means we cannot definitively say that attachment comes before 
affirmation. Future research should further investigate how these two constructs are 
related temporally and whether affirmation can influence attachment. It would also be 
interesting to look at how attachment predicts movement toward the ideal self and 
whether individuals respond differently depending on the types of goals their partners are 
achieving (e.g. relational vs. independent).  
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Chapter Five: General Discussion 
The purpose of the present research was to further contribute to our understanding 
of how close relationship partners help each other move toward their goals by combining 
the literatures on the Michelangelo Phenomenon and Attachment Theory. The present 
research is the first of its kind to combine these two constructs. I looked at how 
attachment influences the process of partner affirmation and movement toward the ideal 
self. Additionally, no previous studies that I am aware of have looked at the process of 
affirmation from both partners’ perspectives or used the Actor-Partner Interdependence 
Model to simultaneously address actor and partner effects accounting for the 
interdependence of the dyad. Results across three studies showed evidence that 
attachment predicts partners’ ability to affirm one another and to receive affirmation.  
Attachment Avoidance and the Michelangelo Phenomenon 
Attachment is usually assessed across two dimensions: avoidance and anxiety 
(Fraley et al., 2000). Both of these dimensions were included in the present models and 
their influence on affirmation was investigated. I predicted that attachment influences 
both the partner’s perception of him or her providing affirmation toward the target and 
the target’s perception of the partner’s ability to affirm him or her. Previous literature has 
suggested that individuals higher in attachment avoidance are less likely to understand 
their partner’s non-verbal messages, especially ones that have to do with support seeking, 
and are therefore less likely to provide effective support and may even express 
disapproval (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Schachner et al., 2005). Whilst previous 
literature has focused more on general social support, the present research looked at 
affirmation, which is more specific to providing ideal-congruent support for individuals’ 
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goal attainment. However, it would make sense that similar mechanisms are used for 
both.  
The present studies provided support for the idea that individuals higher in 
attachment avoidance are less likely to provide effective affirmation. In Study 1, 
attachment avoidance predicted both male and female partners’ perception of their ability 
to provide affirmation (actor effects). In Study 2, attachment avoidance only influenced 
men’s perception of their ability to provide affirmation. However, no partner effects of 
attachment avoidance were significant in Studies 1 and 2, which means that even though 
more avoidantly attached partners experienced themselves as less affirming, their 
partners did not. Previous research has shown that partner effects are more difficult to 
show and can require three times the sample size (Ackerman, Ledermann, & Kenny, 
2015) and therefore it may be that the study did not have sufficient power in the present 
samples to show partner effects, which may have otherwise been there. In Study 3, in 
contrast, higher levels of attachment avoidance in women predicted lower levels of both 
male and female partners’ perception of the female partner providing affirmation. 
However, higher levels of attachment avoidance in men was not linked to their ability to 
provide affirmation.  
Differences across samples may explain the differences in the findings. 
Participants in Studies 1 and 2 were generally younger and had been together less time. 
Additionally, participants were either not married or had just gotten married (Study 1). In 
contrast, Study 3 participants were all married and had been together longer on average. I 
controlled for relationship length in the studies, which did not change the results, but I 
did not control for length of marriage or if the participants were married. Thus, it may be 
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that being married has an impact on the partners’ ability to provide affirmation. Follow-
up periods also differed across studies, however, attachment and affirmation were both 
taken at baseline and therefore this should not influence the link between these two 
constructs. Despite the differences in the different studies, the present paper provides 
support for previous findings on the negative impact of attachment avoidance on 
partners’ perceived ability to be supportive.  
In addition to the role of attachment avoidance on the partners’ ability to provide 
affirmation, we also looked at their ability to receive affirmation. Attachment Theory 
posits that individuals higher in attachment avoidance may distrust their partner’s 
capacity to help and therefore they maintain a high level of self-reliance and 
independence (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012). They are less likely to experience supportive 
behavior as positive as this can interfere with self-reliance (Campbell et al., 2005). 
Therefore, individuals higher in attachment avoidance may not be as open to receiving 
affirmation from their partners and experience them as less affirming. In Study 1, higher 
levels of attachment avoidance in men predicted the men experiencing their female 
partners as less affirming. In Study 2, the same was true for both men and women 
whereas in Study 3, this was only true for women. Therefore, it seems that attachment 
avoidance does influence the target’s perception of the partner’s affirmation and this 
provides support for previous literature suggesting that avoidantly attached individuals 
focus on maintaining self-reliance rather than seeking support for their goal pursuits. 
Attachment Anxiety and the Michelangelo Phenomenon 
The present research also provided support for the role of attachment anxiety in 
partners’ perceived ability to affirm one another. Because individuals higher in 
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attachment anxiety experience themselves as unlovable and continually seek closeness in 
relationships, they may perceive partner’s goals as a threat to the relationship (Mikulincer 
& Shaver, 2012). Therefore, they may be less likely to provide affirmation for their 
partner’s strivings toward his or her goals and may even try to interfere. Our results 
showed that individuals higher in attachment anxiety experienced themselves as 
providing less affirmation toward their partners. More specifically, in Study 1 higher 
levels of attachment anxiety in women predicted their perception of their ability to 
provide affirmation toward their male partners and also predicted the male partners’ 
perception of the female partners’ ability to provide affirmation. However, this was not 
true for men’s level of attachment anxiety. However, in Study 2 both male and female 
partners’ level of attachment anxiety predicted their ability to provide affirmation 
whereas in Study 3 only men’s level of attachment anxiety was a significant predictor. 
Only Study 1 showed partner effects. However, as mentioned earlier, partner effects are 
more difficult to show and the sample size was smaller in Studies 2 and 3, and it may not 
have been sufficient to show any partner effects. As for attachment anxiety, attachment 
anxiety shows an opposite pattern in the sample of married couples (Study 3): men’s 
attachment anxiety was a significant predictor as opposed to women’s attachment 
anxiety. Therefore, it would be interesting to further investigate whether the impact of 
attachment on affirmation changes as a result of being married and after how long. 
We also looked at the impact of attachment anxiety on the partners’ ability to 
receive affirmation. Attachment Theory posits that individuals higher in attachment 
anxiety will focus on attaining support and love from the partner and lack confidence in 
their own abilities to attain goals (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). However, whilst they 
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continuously seek support from their partners, they may require more support than 
partners are able to give them and therefore experience their partners as less affirming. In 
Studies 1 and 2, only women’s level of attachment anxiety impacted their perception of 
their partner’s ability to provide affirmation (i.e. them receiving affirmation). However, 
once again in Study 3, this was only true for men not for women. Partner effects were 
only significant in Study 1. Therefore, the present research suggests that attachment 
anxiety does play a role in affirmation and make partners less likely to perceive their 
partners as affirming. It is important to note that even though there are differences 
between men and women in terms of significant paths, we did not specifically test for 
gender differences and cannot definitively say that men and women differ in our samples.  
Across all three studies, affirmation predicted movement toward the ideal self 
both from the target’s and partner’s perspective. The finding provides further support for 
the Michelangelo Phenomenon, which suggests that close relationship partners can help 
elicit behavior from each other in order to help them move toward their ideal self. This 
highlights the importance of close relationship partners being attuned to what each 
other’s dreams, goals, and aspirations are and being willing to behave in a manner that 
elicits ideal-relevant behavior from each other. Previous literature has also shown that the 
Michelangelo Phenomenon predicts relationship satisfaction (e.g. Drigotas et al., 1999). 
Only Study 1 examined whether the Michelangelo Phenomenon would still predict 
relationship satisfaction when attachment was included in the model. The results did not 
provide support for this and only the women’s experience of their male partner moving 
toward their goals predicted the female partners’ relationship satisfaction. However, 
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when accounting for relationship satisfaction at baseline, this association was no longer 
significant.  
The Role of Attachment on the Michelangelo Phenomenon 
Although we did not examine the direct link between attachment and movement 
toward the ideal self, these constructs seem indirectly linked through affirmation. Future 
research should examine whether attachment also influences movement toward the ideal 
self directly. Our results provide evidence for the role of attachment as a predictor of the 
Michelangelo Phenomenon. Across all three studies, the predictor model provided the 
best fit to the data. This finding provides support for previous literature, which suggests 
that attachment is stable across time (Sibley and Liu, 2004, Smith et al., 1999). Across all 
studies, higher levels of attachment avoidance and anxiety predicted lower levels of 
ability to provide affirmation. However, there were some differences across studies: in 
Studies 1 and 2, attachment anxiety in women and attachment avoidance in men was a 
stronger predictor whereas in Study 3, attachment anxiety in men and attachment 
avoidance in women was a stronger predictor. The major difference between Studies 1 
and 2 in relation to Study 3 was the type of commitment and relationship length. In Study 
3, all participants were married and had, on average, been together longer than in the first 
two studies. Therefore, it may be that relationship length influences the importance of 
attachment and how attachment is related to affirmation may change over time. However, 
this was not looked at in the present research and further research is needed to find out 
whether this is, in fact, the case. 
In general, there did not seem to be any support for attachment as a mediator or 
moderator of affirmation and movement toward the ideal self. Study 2 had an exception 
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to this trend in that men’s attachment avoidance mediated the role of affirmation and 
movement toward their ideal self. Additionally in Study 2, female attachment avoidance 
moderated the relationship between affirmation and the female partners’ movement 
toward their ideal self. However, this study was cross-sectional and therefore it is not 
possible to infer any causal links. Additionally, across all three studies, attachment 
seemed to have an impact on affirmation and it may be that higher levels of affirmation 
can help partners feel more secure with one another. Affirmation and attachment were, 
however, looked at across the same time point and therefore it is not possible determine 
any strong causal links. Further research should be done to address whether affirmation 
can help partners become more securely attached. 
Implications and Directions for Future Research 
The present research was the first of its kind to show that attachment influences 
the Michelangelo Phenomenon. Across the studies, I captured couples in different stages 
of their lives and showed that attachment was important in the beginning of the 
relationship but also after couples have been married for some time. I did not, however, 
have a sample that looked at older couples and it would be interesting to see whether our 
findings can be generalized into older generations. I also excluded all same-sex couples 
due to the low number of couples, which would have prevented making any inferences 
about these relationships. Further research is needed to address whether the relationship 
between attachment and affirmation is similar or different in same-sex couples. 
Mikulincer and Shaver (2007) suggest that a secure attachment can enable 
autonomous personal growth. Secure individuals are better able to dedicate resources to 
promotion-focused goals and because they are confident that the support is available, 
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they are able to take risks and take on challenges that help them move closer to self-
actualization. Thus, therapies that focus on attachment and help couples feel more secure 
in the relationship can facilitate better ability in couples to affirm one another, which can 
in turn help them move toward their ideal selves. It may also be that couples can become 
more secure through providing affirmation toward one another. The mediator model 
showed some preliminary evidence that affirmation may, in fact, influence attachment 
but further research is needed to establish how these two constructs are linked over time. 
If this is the case, helping partners become more aware of one another’s goals and 
become better able to provide affirmation, they may become more securely attached as a 
result.  
Some previous research has shown that a secure partner can ‘buffer’ against the 
negative effects of insecure attachment (Cohn et al., 1992). The present paper looked at 
attachment avoidance and anxiety on dimensions and did not look at types of pairs (e.g. 
secure, mixed, insecure). It may be that having one secure partner is enough to mitigate 
the process and if one of the partners is secure, the partners are able to affirm one another 
and experience movement toward the ideal self. Future research is needed to address 
whether one secure partner is enough to allow the partners to experience each other as 
affirming. 
In the present samples, I did not look at the types of goals that partners were 
aiming toward, which may have a profound impact on the partners’ providing affirmation 
toward one another. For example, individuals higher in attachment anxiety may be able to 
provide affirmation toward the partners’ goals that are congruent with their own goals or 
are beneficial for the relationship. However, they may be less likely to provide support 
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for goals that would threaten the relationship (e.g. partner moving away for work). In 
contrast, individuals higher in attachment avoidance may be less able to provide 
affirmation for goals that would require more closeness and intimacy from them but 
instead be better able to let partners achieve their independent goal pursuits. It may also 
be that if partners are higher in ideal similarity, this may allow partners to feel more 
secure with one another’s goal pursuits: they can walk the path together instead of alone. 
It would be interesting to address how the type of goal and goal similarity influences the 
link between attachment and affirmation. 
Furthermore, attachment theory posits that attachment influences individuals’ 
desire and ability to pursue certain goals. For example, some research has suggested that 
individuals higher in attachment avoidance are more likely to pursue ought-related goals 
rather than ideal self-goals in order to avoid rejection (Green & Campbell, 2000; Reich & 
Siegel, 2002). Individuals higher in attachment anxiety may lack the confidence in trying 
to achieve their goals and may experience less movement toward their ideal self 
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). The purpose of the present study was to establish how 
attachment influences the Michelangelo Phenomenon as a whole and did not look at a 
potential direct link from attachment to movement toward the ideal self. Therefore, future 
research should address whether attachment also influences the partners’ ability to move 
toward their ideal self directly. 
Conclusions 
In summary, the purpose of our study was to combine the literature on 
Attachment Theory and the Michelangelo Phenomenon in order to establish how 
attachment influences partners’ ability to provide affirmation toward their partners’ ideal-
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related goals. These two constructs have not been previously looked at in combination 
despite the fact that they both aim to explain how close relationship partners relate to one 
another and how they are able to explore their environment and move toward their goals. 
Across three studies, we looked at how attachment influences both partners’ perceptions 
of their ability to provide and receive affirmation and we also looked at whether 
attachment fit the data best as a predictor, mediator, or moderator. Our results provided 
support for the role of attachment as a predictor and it influenced both the partners’ 
perceived ability to provide and to receive affirmation. Therefore, attachment seems to be 
an important predictor of the Michelangelo Phenomenon, which has strong implications 
for theory and practice. We also discussed potential avenues for future research.  
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Appendix A: Demographic Information 
General Information   
1) Your gender (please check one):   
  _____  Male _____ Female 
2) Your race (please check one):  
  _____  African American _____  Hispanic 
  _____  Asian American _____  Other (Specify: __________________ ) 
  _____ Caucasian 
3) Your date of birth (please fill in):  _____________ 
4) Your religion (please fill in, and be specific) religion: _______ 
5) How often do you attend religious services (church or synagogue, bible studies, prayer  
 meetings; please check one)?   
  _____  Two or more times per week _____  Major religious holidays only 
  _____  Once a week _____  Never 
  _____ Less than once a week 
6) Are you a student at present?  (please check one)  
  _____ Yes 
  _____ No 
  If “yes,” what is your year in school?   
  _____ Freshman _____ Senior 
  _____ Sophomore _____ Graduate Student (please specify:   
  _____ Junior   
  If “no,” what is the highest year of education you completed?  
  _____ Eighth Grade _____ Master’s Degree 
  _____ High School _____ Professional Degree (MD, JD, DDN, 
  _____ Two Years College          etc.) (Specify:  _______________ ) 
  _____ Bachelor’s Degree _____ Ph.D  . (Field: 
_______________)  
7) Your job, if any (please fill in, and be specific): _______ 
8) Your personal annual salary (don’t count your partner’s salary; please check one):   
  _____  $10,000 or less _____  $30,001 to $40,000 
  _____  $10,001 to $15,000 _____  $40,001 to $50,000 
  _____  $15,001 to $20,000 _____  $50,001 to $75,000 
  _____  $20,001 to $30,000 _____  $75,000 or higher 
9) What is the present status of your relationship with your partner?  (please check one) 
  _____ Dating one another 
  _____ Engaged to one another (specify date engaged:  ________________________ ) 
  _____ Married to one another (specify date married:  _________________________ ) 
  _____ Other (specify:   _________________________________________________ ) 
10) How exclusive is your relationship?  (please check one) 
  _____ Neither I nor my partner date others 
  _____ I date others but my partner does not 
  _____ My partner dates others but I do not 
  _____ Both my partner and I date others 
11) For how long have you known your partner?  (fill in approximate number of years, months) 
  I have known my partner for about:  ____ 
12) For how long have you been romantically involved with your partner?  (fill in approximate  
 number of years, months) 
 I have been romantically involved with my partner for about:    
13) Do you and your partner live together?  (please check one)  
  _____ Yes, we live together 
  _____ No, we do not live together  
  If no, when do you plan to begin living together (specify:   
   If no, do you and your partner live within 60 miles of one another?   
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    _____ Yes, we live within 60 miles of one another 
    _____ No, we do not live within 60 miles of one another 
14) Do you have any children?   
  _____ No 
  _____ Yes, I have _____ children (please fill in number of children) 
  If yes, are your children from your present relationship or a previous relationship?  
    _____ Child/children are from present relationship 
    _____ Child/children are from a previous relationship 
   If yes, do you have full-time or part-time custody of your children?   
    
    _____ I have full-time custody of child/children 
    _____ I have part-time custody of child/children 
   Please explain child-rearing circumstances if they are complex:   
   ________________________________________________________________ 
   ________________________________________________________________ 
   ________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix B: Partner Perceptual, Behavioral Affirmation (of Self by Partner) 
My Partner and My Goal Pursuits   
To what extent do you agree with each of the following statements about your partner and your goal 
pursuits?  Please use the following scale to record an answer for each statement listed below.   
 Response Scale:   
 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 Do Not Agree      Agree      Agree 
       At All  Somewhat Completely 
Response   
 How my partner perceives and behaves toward me… 
  _____ 1) x p My partner sees me as the person I ideally would like to be.   
  _____ 2) x b My partner treats me in a way that is close to the person I ideally would like to be.   
  _____ 3) x p My partner regards me as the sort of person I would most like to become.   
  _____ 4) My partner perceives me as close to what I ideally would like to be.   
  _____ 5) My partner behaves in ways that help me become who I most want to be.   
  _____ 6) Because of the way my partner acts with me, I am able to be my best self.   
  _____ 7) My partner always sees the “ideal me” – my best self – ignoring my flaws and  
  weaknesses.   
  _____ 8) x b My partner helps me be what I ideally want to be, eliciting the best that I might  
  possibly become.   
How my goal pursuits affect my partner… 
  _____ 1) Working toward my goals causes me to spend less time with my partner.   
  _____ 2) My goal pursuits require my partner to exert extra effort.   
  _____ 3) My partner frequently disapproves of my personal goals.   
  _____ 4) Working toward my goals causes me to neglect my partner’s needs.   
  _____ 5) My goal pursuits cause me and my partner to grow apart.   
  _____ 6) My partner does not completely approve of my goals.   
  _____ 7) My goal pursuits require my partner to give up pleasant activities.   
  _____ 8) My partner encourages me to pursue goals that I don’t like.   
  _____ 9) My attempts to improve myself interfere with my partner’s needs and preferences.   
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Appendix C: Partner Perceptual, Behavioral Affirmation (of Partner by Self) 
Me and My Partner’s Goal Pursuits  
To what extent do you agree with each of the following statements about you and your partner’s goal 
pursuits?  Please use the following scale to record an answer for each statement listed below.   
 Response Scale:   
 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 Do Not Agree      Agree      Agree 
       At All  Somewhat Completely 
Response   
  How I perceive and behave toward my partner… 
  _____ 1) x p I see my partner as the person he/she ideally would like to be.   
  _____ 2) x b I treat my partner in a way that is close to the person he/she ideally would like to  
  be.   
  _____ 3) x p I regard my partner as the sort of person he/she would most like to become.   
  _____ 4) I perceive my partner as close to what he/she ideally would like to be.   
  _____ 5) I behave in ways that help my partner become who he/she most wants to be.   
  _____ 6) Because of the way I act with my partner, my partner is able to be his/her best self.   
  _____ 7) I always see my partner’s “ideal self” – his/her best self – ignoring his/her flaws  
  and weaknesses.   
  _____ 8) x b I help my partner be what he/she ideally wants to be, eliciting the best that he/she  
  might possibly become.   
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Appendix D: Security of Attachment (Fraley et al., 2000) 
My Feelings and Behavior in Relationships  
To what degree do you agree with each of the following statements about your behavior in romantic 
relationships, past and present?  In answering the following questions, think about your present relationship 
as well as relationships in which you may have been involved in the past.  Please use the following scale to 
record an answer for each statement listed below.   
 Response Scale:   
 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 Do Not Agree      Agree      Agree 
       At All  Somewhat Completely 
Response   
Answer with Respect to Past and Present Romantic Partners… 
  _____ 1) I am nervous when partners get too close to me.   
  _____ 2) I am very comfortable being close to romantic partners.   
  _____ 3) I often worry that my partner doesn’t really love me.   
  _____ 4) I rarely worry about my partner leaving me.   
  _____ 5) I prefer not to show a partner how I feel deep down.   
  _____ 6) I worry that I won’t measure up to other people.   
  _____ 7) My partner only seems to notice me when I’m angry.   
  _____ 8) I’m afraid that once a romantic partner gets to know me, he/she won’t like who I  
  really am.   
  _____ 9) My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away.   
  _____ 10) I’m afraid that I will lose my partner’s love.   
  _____ 11) I don’t feel comfortable opening up to romantic partners.   
  _____ 12) It helps to turn to my romantic partner in times of need.   
  _____ 13) When I show my feelings for romantic partners, I’m afraid they will not feel the  
  same about me.   
  _____ 14) My romantic partners make me doubt myself.   
  _____ 15) I feel comfortable depending on romantic partners.   
  _____ 16) I prefer not to be too close to romantic partners.   
  _____ 17) I do not often worry about being abandoned.    
Answer with Respect to Past and Present Romantic Partners… 
  _____ 18) When my partner is out of sight, I worry that he/she might become interested in  
  someone else.   
  _____ 19) I feel comfortable sharing my private thoughts and feelings with my partner.   
  _____ 20) I worry a lot about my relationships.   
  _____ 21) I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on romantic partners.   
  _____ 22) I find it easy to depend on romantic partners.   
  _____ 23) I often wish that my partner’s feelings for me were as strong as my feelings for  
  him/her.   
  _____ 24) I find that my partner(s) don’t want to get as close as I would like.   
  _____ 25) I find it relatively easy to get close to my partner.   
  _____ 26) It’s not difficult for me to get close to my partner.   
  _____ 27) I tell my partner just about everything.   
  _____ 28) It makes me mad that I don’t get the affection and support I need from my partner.   
  _____ 29) I usually discuss my problems and concerns with my partner.   
  _____ 30) I get uncomfortable when a romantic partner wants to be very close.   
  _____ 31) My partner really understands me and my needs.   
  _____ 32) I talk things over with my partner.   
  _____ 33) I often worry that my partner will not want to stay with me.   
  _____ 34) I worry that romantic partners won’t care as much about me as I care about them.   
  _____ 35) It’s easy for me to be affectionate with my partner.   
  _____ 36) Sometimes romantic partners change their feelings about me for no apparent  
  reason.  
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Appendix E: Movement Toward Ideal Self, General (Self) 
My Ideal Self   
Please think about your ideal self, or the overall person you aspire to become (including the top 6 goals you 
listed today, any other important goals you have, and goals that are in the distant future).  Consider 
aspirations in all domains of your life – personal, professional, and relational goals, as well as other 
components of your ideal self (see examples below).   
 
For each of these domains, indicate whether you’ve changed as a result of involvement with your partner.  
Please use the following scale to record an answer for each domain listed below.   
 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 
 I Have Moved I Have I Have Moved 
 Further From Not Changed Closer To My 
 My Ideal  Self Ideal Self 
   _____ 1) Professional aspirations (e.g., become a successful doctor, write a book) 
   _____ 2) Personal traits (e.g., become kinder to people, be more socially active)   
   _____ 3) Relationship goals (e.g., become a good wife/husband, have children)   
   _____ 4) Other domains (e.g., hobbies, health, spirituality)   
   _____ 5) Overall ideal self (i.e., all of your goals and ideals combined)   
 
Now, please think about your actual self (what you are actually like) and your overall ideal self (the person 
you ideally aspire to be).  The following set of circles portray how close your actual self is to your ideal 
self, where the circle on the left represents your actual self and the one on the right represents your ideal 
self.  If your actual and ideal selves do not overlap at all, select the first set of circles (1); if your actual and 
ideal selves are the same, select the last set (9).   
6) Please circle the picture that best represents what you were like at the time that you became  
 involved with your partner (circle one).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
7) Please circle the picture that best represents what you were like six months ago (circle one).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
8) Now circle the picture that best represents what you are presently like (circle one).   
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Actual/Ideal Actual/Ideal    Actual  /  Ideal   Actual  /  Ideal   Actual / Ideal   Actual / Ideal  Actual/Ideal  Actual/Ideal Actual/Ideal 
 (1)  (2) (3) (4) (5)   (6)   (7)  (8) (9) 
Actual/Ideal Actual/Ideal    Actual  /  Ideal   Actual  /  Ideal   Actual / Ideal   Actual / Ideal  Actual/Ideal  Actual/Ideal Actual/Ideal 
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Actual/Ideal Actual/Ideal    Actual  /  Ideal   Actual  /  Ideal   Actual / Ideal   Actual / Ideal  Actual/Ideal  Actual/Ideal Actual/Ideal 
Appendix F: Movement Toward Ideal Self, General (Partner) 
My Partner’s Ideal Self   
Please think about your partner’s ideal self, or the overall person he/she aspires to become (including the 
top 6 goals he/she listed today, any other important goals your partner has, and goals in the distant future).  
Consider aspirations in all domains of life – personal, professional, and relational goals, as well as other 
components of his or her ideal self (see examples below).   
 
For each of these domains, indicate whether your partner has changed as a result of involvement with you.  
Please use the following scale to record an answer for each domain listed below.   
 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 
 I Have Moved I Have I Have Moved 
 Further From Not Changed Closer To My 
 My Ideal  Self Ideal Self 
   _____ 1) Professional aspirations (e.g., become a successful doctor, write a book) 
   _____ 2) Personal traits (e.g., become kinder to people, be more socially active)   
   _____ 3) Relationship goals (e.g., become a good wife/husband, have children)   
   _____ 4) Other domains (e.g., hobbies, health, spirituality)   
   _____ 5) Overall ideal self (i.e., all of your goals and ideals combined)   
 
Now, please think about your partner’s actual self (what he/she is actually like) and your partner’s overall 
ideal self (the person he/she ideally aspires to be).  The following set of circles portray how close your 
partner’s actual self is to his or her ideal self, where the circle on the left represents your partner’s actual 
self and the one on the right represents your partner’s ideal self.  If your partner’s actual and ideal selves do 
not overlap at all, select the first set of circles (1); if your partner’s actual and ideal selves are the same, 
select the last set (9).   
6) Please circle the picture that best represents what your partner was like at the time that he/she became 
involved with you (circle one).   
 
 
 
 
 
7) Please circle the picture that best represents what your partner was like six months ago (circle one).  
 
 
 
 
 
8) Now circle the picture that best represents what your partner is presently like (circle one).   
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Appendix G: Dyadic Adjustment (Spanier, 1976; with IOS scale attached) 
Attitudes About Our Relationship   
 
Most people have disagreements in their relationships.  Please indicate the approximate extent of 
agreement or disagreement between you and your partner for each item in the following list.   
                Almost  Occa-     Fre-      Almost   
 Always  Always sionally  quently  Always    Always 
 Agree     Agree    Agree   Disagree Disagree  Disagree 
1)Matters of recreation ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
2)Religious matters ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
3)Demonstrations of affection ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
4)Friends ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
5)Sex relations ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
6)Conventionality (proper behavior)  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
7)Philosophy of life ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
8)Ways of dealing with parents or families ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
9)Aims, goals, things believed important ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
10)Amount of time spent together ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
11)Making major decisions ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
12)Leisure time interests and activities ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
13)Career decisions ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
                  
               Most      More  
 All the  of the      Often       Occa-  
 Time     Time    Than Not   sionally Rarely  Never 
14)How often do you discuss or have you  
considered ending your relationship? ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
15)How often do you or your partner  
leave the room after a fight (walk 
away from the issue/partner)?  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
16)How often do you think things are going   
well between you and your partner? ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
17)Do you confide in your partner? ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
18)Do you ever regret that you became 
involved with your partner? ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
19)How often do you quarrel? ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
20)How often do you “get on one  
another’s nerves?” ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
 
When you are together,               
how often do you…               Once a  Twice a   Twice a  Once a   More 
 Never     Month   Month     Week       Day      Often 
21)Have a stimulating exchange of ideas ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
22)Laugh together ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
23)Calmly discuss something ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
24)Work together on a project ______  ______  ______  ______  ______  ______ 
   
 Every        Almost          Occa-  
 Day           Every Day    sionally     Rarely     Never    
25)Do you kiss your partner? ______       ______       ______      ______       ______   
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 All of          Most of         Some       Few of       None of 
 Them          Them        of Them     Them      Them    
26)Do you kiss and your partner engage in   
outside interests together? ______       ______       ______      ______       ______   
   
There are some things about which couples sometimes agree and sometimes disagree.  Indicate if either 
item below caused differences of opinions or were problems in your relationship during the past few weeks.  
(Circle yes or no) 
27) Yes No Being too tired for affection (physical or verbal) 
28) Yes No Not showing love 
29)The dots on the following line represent different degrees of happiness in your relationship.  The middle 
point “happy” represents the degree of happiness of most relationships.  Please circle the dot that best 
describes the degree of happiness – all things considered – of your relationship.   
 o        o        o        o        o        o   o      
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––
–––––- 
Extremely    Fairly   A Little   Happy    Very              Extremely    Perfectly 
 Unhappy  Unhappy   Unhappy   Happy     Happy 
30) Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about the future of your relationship? 
_____ I want desperately for my relationship to succeed, and would go to almost any length to see that it 
does.   
_____I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do all I can to see that it does.   
_____I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do my fair share to see that it does.   
_____ It would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but I can’t do much more than I am doing now to 
help it succeed.   
_____ It would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but I refuse to do any more than I am doing now to 
help it succeed.   
_____ My relationship can never succeed, and there is no more that I can do to keep the relationship 
going.   
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